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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
In the past two decades, Taiwan, the Republic of China 
(ROC), has experienced drastic socio-economic change (Lee, 
1989). This change is the result of unprecedented economic 
growth, the evolution of a political power structure, and the 
influence of the Western culture and its democratic concepts. 
Economically, Taiwan has moved from an agricultural based 
society to a heavily industrialized export-oriented country 
(Chung, 1988). 
The current Taiwan society is the most affluent one in 
Chinese history. Politically, the out-dated power structure 
created by the First National Assembly of the Republic of 
China in Nan-Jin, 1946, has received unending challenges since 
the split of the Communist and Nationalist Parties in 1949. 
More recently, Taiwan residents have confronted the old power 
structure and challenged the legitimacy of its authority (Kao, 
1990). 
Socially, the influence of the Western culture and its 
democratic concepts have encouraged the residents to 
participate in political actions. People are striving for a 
more democratic political system. The demands for improved 
social structures and organizations that can deliver efficient 
governmental services and for creating an orderly society are 
continuously on the rise (Kao, 1990). 
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As education has been primarily exercised, it functions 
to direct national development for the democracy of a good 
society and provides supplies of sufficient human resources so 
that educational innovation is urgently advocated by the 
public. Sharing educational decision-making has been 
considered for some time (Lian, 1991). 
A restructured education system designed to enhance human 
resource development and to effectively use educational 
resources as well has also been advocated. It is believed 
that a restructured educational system will serve as a 
foundation for reforms in three aspects: economic, political, 
and social. These reforms will prepare Taiwan to survive both 
nationally and internationally. 
Statement of Problem 
Although government officials and the general public are 
striving for a change in the educational system (Department of 
Education, 1991) , the lack of systems planning has hindered 
the necessary movement toward an effective system to respond 
to the rapid changes in Taiwan society. Many efforts have 
been made since 1968. These include elevating and expanding 
education administration from an office-level to a bureau-
level, the enforcement of nine-year compulsory education, 
delegation of authority to lower administrative levels, 
increasing public involvement in the education decision-making 
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process, and adoption of new technologies and structures from 
Western education systems. Nevertheless, success is 
problematic and may be impeded by an over-centralized 
decision-making process and a lack of public involvement in 
the decision-making. This study is designed to determine the 
degree of six constituent groups* perceptions of the need for 
increased participation in educational decision-making in 
Taiwan, the Republic of China. 
The problem of this study is to determine the degree to 
which specific important constituent groups advocate and seek 
increasing involvement in specific aspects and educational 
areas of decision-making in Taiwan public schools. 
Purpose of the Study 
The current study will provide fundamental data for 
deciding on the feasibility and for planning a new policy 
making system for an educational board in Taiwan. The three 
objectives below outline the purpose of the study: 
1. To collect valid information about the need for change in 
public involvement in the educational decision-making 
process in Taiwan's educational system. 
2. To examine the perceptions of constituent groups relative 
to involvement in the decision-making process for Taiwan 
public schools. 
3. To identify the educational areas constituent groups want 
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to be involved in the decision-making process of public 
education. 
This study is expected to provide information and data 
for the people in Taiwan to re-consider the possibility of 
redesigning an educational system by implementing research-
based reforms required by Taiwan Governor, Dr. Lien Chan 
(1991) and the Commissioner of the Department of Education, 
Dr. Chen, Chow Min (1991). 
Significance of the study 
Given the challenges of a rapidly changing environment 
and an awakened public, a need for change within the 
educational system in Taiwan has become imperative. Upon 
elimination of the Martial Laws in May, 1991, the educational 
system is one of many systems which have been challenged. A 
new system is urgently needed by the Taiwan society. Urged by 
its public, the educational system is facing an immediate 
reform in the following four areas: 
1. School expenditures and selection of educational 
personnel are made by local and upper institutes of 
education and/or other organizations; 
2. Financial allocation and personnel replacement are as 
crucial functions hindering the educational system; 
3. Curriculum and instruction serve as fundamental 
components for students learning. Who should take 
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responsibilities of decision-making on curriculum and 
instruction? 
4. Students are seen as the center of any school. Students 
affairs such as student rights, students safety and 
extra-curricula related to learning activities should be 
involved with people by sharing decision-making. 
This study will determine if stakeholders perceive the 
need for changes in involvement in the educational decision­
making process in Taiwan's public schools. 
Need for the Study 
According to the Constitution of the Republic of China, 
the spirit of "equal power" in the educational system is 
governed by the three-level governments respectively: the 
Ministry of Education in the Central Government, the 
Department of Education in the Taiwan Provincial Government, 
and the local level educational bureaus within the 21 counties 
/cities (Constitution, 1946; Liu, 1982; Ministry of Education, 
ROC, 1991). Due to the rapidly evolving political system and 
legislation, many regulations and existing laws are not able 
to accommodate the swift changes within society, thus causing 
numerous conflicts and disputes among the three existing 
levels of governments. For example, in 1991, the appointments 
of Directors of Educational Bureaus in Taipei and Pintung 
Counties caused serious controversy between the magistrates of 
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both counties and the Taiwan Provincial Government (World 
Daily, Nov. 2, 1991; United Daily, Nov. 7, 1991). Two 
Magistrates insisted on appointing directors of their choice. 
Yet, because the two candidates were not qualified as 
directors according to the criteria set by the provincial 
government, they were subsequently denied. This situation 
clearly reveals that objectives and democratic rules are 
necessary to be set up to clarify a governing system. A 
movement for the public to be involved in the educational 
decision-making process was considered to be more imperative 
than before. This study will discuss the perceptions and 
degrees which constituent groups want to be involved in the 
educational decision-making process and the areas constituent 
groups desire to be more involved. 
The school boards in the United States have been 
exercising a profound impact on society and nation (Campell, 
1990). The layman involved in the public school decision­
making process is a unique feature in the American heritage 
(Iowa Association of School Boards, 1982). 
Delimitation of the Study 
Several delimitations are imposed on the current study. 
First, it will focus on the K-9 school level and its governing 
body, the county/city educational administration systems. In 
Taiwan, the organization of the administration system for K-9 
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schools is called the Bureau of Education within county/city 
governments. The educational bureaus of the county/city 
governments take charge of the policy, operations and 
supervision of public schools, under the direction of the 
magistrate of a county or the mayor of a city. This study, 
therefore, will be limited to the scope of the education 
bureau as one of the divisions in the county/city government 
and its administrative functions of managing the affairs of K-
9 schools. Its relationship to other factors such as upper 
level supervisors (magistrate/mayor, the commissioner of the 
Provincial Department of Education, and the Minister of 
Education of ROC) will be examined. 
Second, because a prolonged discussion of Chinese 
educational history is not feasible, the historical data 
collected will be focused only on the relevant political and 
economical changes in the past decade. However, relevant 
important events will be discussed to provide a fundamental 
historical background. 
Finally, this study aims to investigate opinions 
concerning selected constituent groups' willingness to 
participate in the decision-making process of public schools. 
The data are critical for planning and implementation of 
school boards in Taiwan. The research results will be used as 
a foundation for future system planning. This will be 
achieved by analyzing data from constituent groups in Taiwan 
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and implementing comparable effective alternatives and useful 
experiences among the school boards in the United States. 
Research Questions 
The primary purpose of this study is to determine the 
"need for change" in the current decision-making process of 
the public school system in Taiwan, Republic of China. 
To achieve this objective, the following eight research 
questions were developed to encompass the study: 
1. To what degree do the constituent groups (directors of 
county/city education, central office staff, principals, 
teachers, parents, and community members) perceive the 
need for change in public involvement in the educational 
decision-making process in Taiwan public schools? 
2. To what degree do the constituent groups want to be 
involved in the decision-making process related to 
administrating the local public schools? 
3. To what degree do the constituent groups differ in their 
desire to participate in the decision-making process? 
4. What are the educational areas (finance, personnel, 
curriculum and instruction, student affairs, and school 
supervision and management) that constituent groups feel 
most important, in which they would like to be involved 
and feel most competent in the decision-making process? 
5. To what extent do constituent groups want to be involved 
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and share in specific areas of decision-making? 
6. To what degree do the constituent groups differ in the 
desire to be involved in the decision-making process in 
the areas of finance, personnel, curriculum and 
instruction, student affairs, and school supervision and 
management? 
7. To what degree are demographic factors, such as district 
typS/ gender, age, and social-economical status related 
to the constituent groups* preference to be involved in 
the decision-making processes in the local education 
systems in Taiwan? 
8. Who should be responsible for specific educational 
decision-making in the five areas, such as personnel, 
finance, curriculum, and student affairs; to what extent 
do the respondents perceive the responsibility of the 
specific educational decision-making process belongs to 
government agencies, citizen groups, and school-level 
administrators? 
Basic Assumption 
The study was predicated on the following assumptions. 
These assumptions will serve as fundamentals through this 
study; 
1. Groups representing county directors for education, 
central office staff, principals, teachers, community 
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members and parents in Taiwan will consent to participate 
in this study. 
2. The respondents are knowledgeable of the relevant 
educational programs and information, and will reply 
honestly to all the items. 
3. The opinions and perceptions of the constituent groups 
contacted for this study will provide sufficient 
information for developing a feasible administrative 
model for the public school system in Taiwan. 
4. The methods of data collection and statistical analysis 
used are appropriate for this study. Because the sample 
identified will represent the different communities, 
district types, gender, age, and social-economic status, 
the identified stratified samples will represent the 
population. 
Definition of Terms 
In order to provide a clear understanding of the 
educational systems in Taiwan, the following definition of 
terms will delineate the problems of system compatibility 
between Taiwan and the United States. 
a. Local school boards; In Taiwan, educational systems are 
under the control of city/county governments. 
Centralized decision-making and lack of public 
involvement are the major characteristics of the systems. 
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In the United States, however, the Boards of Education 
are policy-making bodies (Campbell, 1990). They are 
organizations with lay control of public institutions, 
consisting of members appointed or elected for specified 
terms to implement the educational operation of schools. 
One of the objectives of this study is to examine the 
possibility of using American school board concept to 
increase public involvement in decision-making in Taiwan. 
Countv/citv directors for education; The chief education 
administrators in city/country levels are "Director for 
Education" or directly translated as "Director of 
Education Bureau." This position is relatively 
compatible with the power of the superintendent in the 
United States, who is the formally recognized chief 
executive of schools (Campbell, 1990). In Taiwan, the 
county/city Director of Education Bureau takes charge of 
the entire educational systems under the direction of the 
county magistrate/city mayor. In addition to the 
authorities of superintendents, the Directors of 
Education are in charge of cultural affairs for the 
county/city. 
Central office staff; In this study, a special sample 
category of "central office staff" was created. They are 
educational professionals under the chief administrator 
of county/city educational offices, but principals were 
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excluded from administrators. Using the staff and line 
concept (Luthans, 1992), this category includes staff who 
serve in the county/city level of the education bureau, 
such as supervisors, section chiefs, and general staff. 
Also, the staff at the Taiwan Provincial Department of 
Education, such as supervisors, specialists, section 
chiefs and general staff, are included in this category. 
Principals, teachers, and parents; This is limited to 
K-9th grade schools in Taiwan. 
Community members; This category includes people living 
in Taiwan Province, directors, central office staff, 
principals, teachers, and parents of K-9 schools are 
excluded. 
Decision-making process; It is defined as a model or 
system to make choices between alternatives which 
includes three major steps: intelligence, design, and 
choice activity (Simon, 1960). In the context of this 
study, the decision-making processes are centered on the 
educational decision-making both in terms of 
administrative functions or policy-making. 
Finance; Monetary funding, which is used for supporting 
and maintaining the operation of schools, includes fund 
raising, revenue collection, budget allocation and 
implementation, and auditing the educational expenditures 
of local schools. In the context of this study, these 
13 
concerns serve as the basis of the division of 
authorities and decision-making processes. 
Personnel; Hiring, retaining, and human resource 
development within the schools are included in the 
management of personnel. The policy and decision-making 
affect principals, associate principals, teachers, and 
staff in order to achieve the objectives of schools. 
Curriculum and instruction: This includes designing and 
administering curriculum and instructions for schools, 
such as: school schedules, teaching materials, 
textbooks, pedology, etc. 
Students affairs; Exclusive of curriculum and learning, 
schools provide services for students such as 
transportation, meals, health care, and counseling. 
Students' rights is another concern of this study. 
District type; The 21 counties/cities in Taiwan will be 
divided into four groups: 
1. Five cities which are independent to the county 
governments: Keelung, Hinchu, Taichung, Chiayi, and 
Tainan cities. 
2. Six large counties with over one million population: 
Taipei, Taoyuan, Taichung, Changhua, Tainan, and 
Kaohsiung counties. 
3. Five counties with population smaller than one 
million but larger than half a million: Nantou, 
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Miaoli, Yunlin, Chiayi, and Pintung counties. 
4. Five small counties with population less than half a 
million; Hinschu, Yilan, Taitung, Hwalien, and 
Penghu counties. 
The purpose of the categorization is to make between-
group comparison to determine difference with the constituent 
groups perceptions. Categorization is based on the Statistics 
of Taiwan Provincial Government fl991). 
1. Management and supervision; This includes supervision, 
control, and guidance of school operations and programs, 
m. Demographic factors; This variable includes gender, age, 
educational income levels, and district type for 
investigation of different opinions. 
n. Government agencies; The educational agencies that 
manage and supervise the public school systems in Taiwan. 
They are the Ministry of education in the central 
government, the Department of Education in Taiwan 
Provincial government, and the Educational Bureau at the 
county/city government levels. 
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CHAPTER II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
In this chapter, policies for local educational 
administration will be described and compared to public 
involvement in educational decision-making in the United 
States. The rationale for the decision-making process for 
public education in Taiwan will also be discussed. The author 
will also discuss utilization of Boards of Education in the 
United States and how the policy making is applied in local 
school systems. 
Educational Systems in Taiwan, the Republic of China 
The major purposes of education in Taiwan, ROC, are to: 
(1) provide appropriate opportunities for individuals to 
develop physically and mentally, (2) to enhance and support 
adequate human resources for the country construction, social 
development, and (3) to facilitate the heritage and culture 
(Ministry of Education, ROC, 1991). The government of ROC and 
its people see education as the imperative responsibility of 
government. The constitution states this clearly in Title 
162: "Public as well as private educational and cultural 
institutes, organizations and schools all around the country 
should be supervised and directed under the government in 
accordance with the relative laws, legislation and status (The 
Constitution of the ROC^. 
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The rationale for educational governing by the ROC 
government is indicated as follows; 
1. Educational business governed by government makes it easy 
to ascertain consistent policy and implementation for the 
whole country and it will also be sure achievement of the 
ideals of the country's development through the coherent 
purposes of education and politics. 
2. It makes possible for governments governing education to 
make careful plans and strategies for economical, 
political, and military needs. 
3. Governments are able to keep a balance among different 
districts by using effective methods. 
4. It prevents private groups from gaining self-benefits 
through educational business. In addition, education can 
be used to upgrade national consciousness and to breed 
the healthy spirits of all citizens (Ra, 1967). 
Educational systems are centralized by governments (Liu, 
1982). The structures of the educational system are 
affiliated to three levels of governments respectively: (1) 
the Ministry of Education at the Executive Yuan, National 
level; (2) The Department of Education at Provincial level and 
(3) Educational Bureau at the county/city level. The 
individual level performs its own specific role within the 
educational administration. According to this theory of 
organization, the Ministry of Education is an administrative 
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level; the Department of Education in the provincial 
government is a supervisory level; and the Education Bureau of 
county/city level is an operative level (Wu, 1985). 
Chapter 10 in the Constitution of the Republic of China 
entitled the "Powers of the Central and Local Government," 
states that the central government shall enact and execute the 
law for the national education system, and that it may 
delegate the power of executing the law to the governments at 
provincial and/or county levels. It also states that the 
provincial government shall enact and execute the law for the 
education at the provincial level, and that it may delegate 
the power of executing the law to the government at the county 
level. The chapter further prescribes that the county 
government shall enact and execute the law for education at 
the county level. Consequently, administrative authorities 
under the educational system can be divided into three levels: 
the Ministry of Education, Department of Education, and Bureau 
of Education (Ministry of ROC, 1991). 
The Ministry of Education 
The Ministry of Education (MOE), a branch of the central 
government, is headed by a cabinet minister. The MOE is in 
charge of administrative affairs in connection with academic, 
cultural, and educational matters. It is authorized to give 
instructions for and exercise supervision over the highest 
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administrators at the provincial and local levels regarding 
execution of business falling under the MOE's jurisdiction. 
In case that the orders issued or the decisions made by the 
highest administrators at the local levels are considered in 
violation of law and regulations or in excess of their 
authority, the MOE may suspend or nullify these orders and/or 
decisions after the MOE's action is approved by the Executive 
Yuan in its cabinet meeting. 
The Minister of Education is authorized to take overall 
charge of the Ministry. The Minister is assisted by one 
political vice minister and two administrative vice ministers. 
Within the Ministry are seven departments, five bureaus, four 
offices, one computer center, and nine committees, 
respectively, in charge of planning and supervision of 
educational programs at various levels of administration. 
Provincial Department for Municipal Bureau) of Education 
The Provincial Department of Education and the Municipal 
Bureaus of Education are charged with duties in connection 
with the following affairs under their jurisdiction: school 
education, social education, supervision over ventures 
operated by educational and academic institutes, planning and 
management of such installations as libraries, museums, and 
stadiums/gymnasiums, and other educational administrative 
matters. The Provincial Department of Education is authorized 
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to oversee the instructions and supervision of the county/city 
bureau of education (e.g. the financial budget for allocation 
to county/city, authorizes to appoint the bureau directors and 
perform the final approval of the junior middle school 
principal's appointments). In order to be consistent across 
the province and maintain similarities among counties/cities, 
the Department of Education plays a major role in the leading 
and supervising of the educational affairs of the county/city 
bureau of education. 
The Commissioner of Education is authorized to exercise 
complete control of the department. The commissioner is aided 
by two deputy commissioners. The department is composed of 
six divisions and eight offices to handle promotion and 
supervision of educational programs in the province. Under 
the commissioner's supervision are two committees, one 
stadium, one symphony orchestra, one bookstore, libraries, 
museums, and training and developing institutes. They are 
responsible for collecting and exhibiting cultural works and 
publications, promoting social activities, publishing 
textbooks, and for in-service training and education of 
elementary and high school teachers. There were 138 high 
schools, eight experimental elementary schools, five special 
schools, 68 supplementary schools and ten kindergartens under 
the jurisdiction of the department during the school year of 
1989 (Education in the Republic of China, 1990). 
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Education Bureau of County/City Government 
The Education Bureau is a part of the local goyernment 
agency according to the County and City Government 
Organization Rules of Taiwan Province and the Examples of 
Handing Affairs Rules of the County and City Education Bureau 
of Taiwan Province. Under the leadership of the magistrate, 
the director of the Education Bureau is in charge of all 
educational and cultural programs of the county. A chief 
inspector assists the director in performing his duties; other 
inspectors serve under the chief inspector. The Education 
Bureau consists of five sections: (1) school administration, 
(2) elementary and secondary education, (3) social and adult 
education, (4) physical education, and (5) personnel. In the 
county goyernment the Education Bureau parallels the 
financial, accounting, personnel, civic administration, and 
construction departments. Only professional education 
affairs, such as instruction, discipline, school 
administration, teacher recruitment, budget preparation and 
educational development, are under the Education Bureau. 
Other areas, such as financial control, building construction, 
and personnel management, are supervised by other departments 
within the county/city government. 
Problems occur in Taiwan's organizational structure at 
county level government as it affects educational policy and 
democracy. While the centralized system has provided some 
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advantages in the Chinese society, disadvantages exist with a 
system that has limited public involvement in the decision­
making. As Taiwan is moving away from a centralized society 
to a more democratic society, these disadvantages are becoming 
more and more obvious, intolerable, and are often criticized 
by its citizens (Lee, 1989): 
1. Educational decision-making developed by governmental 
agencies, local educational bureau is merely a part of 
local government, thus there are limited independent 
authorities to make educational decision and implement 
policy (Liu, 1982). 
2. Limited interactions exist between schools and public, 
especially between community and schools (Lee, 1989). 
3. Corruption results from lack of watch dog committees 
(Liu, 1982). 
4. Slow implementation of a policy (bureaucracy) is a result 
of over-centralization (Fu, 1983). 
5. Decisions are often not flexible nor do they match the 
social needs (Lin, 1982). 
School Boards in the United States of America 
The local governing body of lay citizen to the public 
school system is, the essence of democracy (Bush, 1991), a 
unique feature of American heritage in education (Iowa 
Association of School Boards, 1982). The American public 
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school system is based on a principle that local educational 
agencies should assume responsibility and be a granted 
authority to develop local educational policy, to determine 
what policies are implemented, and to monitor the quality of 
educational operations. This body also oversees the delivery 
of educational services in the most efficient and effective 
manner. That body in American public education is the local 
board of education (Knezevich, 1984; Kogan, 1984). The 
governing body believes that public education is of 
fundamental importance to a free society and to the continued 
development of democratic values, individual liberty and an 
appreciation for cultural diversity in society (Fresno Unified 
School District, 1991), 
In the United States, the concept of local and lay 
control of public schools has had a profound impact on society 
and the nation (Brodinsky, 1977; Campbell, 1990; Knezevich, 
1984). The precise title of local governing body in the 
public school varies with the region in the nation. It may be 
a board of education, the school committee, the school board, 
the board of school directors, the board of school 
commissioners, school trustees, or board of school inspectors. 
Regardless of what they are titled there are many marked 
similarities in what they can do (Campbell, 1990). However, 
the most common practice is the usage of the term school board 
or board of education (Knezevich, 1984). 
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Historical Invention 
School boards emerged as a result of the Colonial period 
of the seventeenth century (Knezevich,1984). To pursue 
freedom for their religious beliefs, the earliest settlers of 
New England established Latin Grammar Schools to preserve 
their tradition and beliefs (Dexter, 1922). The famous 
Massachusetts School Ordinance of 1642 was initiated quite 
specific in delegating the responsibility for education to the 
"townsmen." The words of the ordinance were (Dexter, 1922): 
This court, taking into consideration the great neglect 
of many parents and masters in training up their children 
in learning and labor, ... do hereupon order and decree 
that in every town the chosen men appointed for managing 
the prudential affairs of the same shall henceforth stand 
charged with the care of the redress of this evil, so as 
they shall be sufficiently punished by fines for the 
neglect thereof upon presentment of grand jury, or any 
other information or complaint in any court within this 
jurisdiction; and for this end they, or the greater 
number of them, shall have the power to take account from 
time to time of all parents and masters, and of their 
children, concerning their calling and employment of 
their children, especially of their ability to read and 
understand the principles of religion and the capital 
laws of this country, (p. 584) 
The words were clearly specified and bound not only by 
the state supreme court but the delegation to local citizens. 
In this ordinance, school control was placed in the 
"townsmen", individuals who also had other local governmental 
responsibilities. The control of education was not separated 
from other local regulatory and service functions of the 
townsmen; the townsmen were both legislative and 
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administrative officials (Campbell, 1990) . Townsmen made 
policies, through town meetings, deciding the levy of the town 
taxes, the selection of teachers and the determination of 
their wages, the length of the school year, and provisions for 
housing the schools (Campbell, 1990). 
The Connecticut Laws of 1650, following the Massachusetts 
pattern, focussed on more detailed duties concerning local 
colonial schools to selectmen; it was much stronger than 
Massachusetts Ordinances to have justifications on the 
negligent laws of masters or parents (Campbell, 1990). 
In 1721, the first permanent committee on school 
visitation was appointed in Boston, the practice of separating 
school governing bodies from other local governing bodies 
began (Campbell, 1990; Knezevich, 1984). The Boston visiting 
committee was a subcommittee of selectmen with a specific 
assignment. The members of the visiting committee were to 
visit schools and report their observations to the selectmen. 
This led quite naturally to the delegation of other school 
responsibilities for this committee until the subcommittee of 
selectmen was given full legal status and recognized as the 
governing committee for the schools. It was later referred to 
as the school committee (Campbell, 1990; & Knezevich, 1984). 
The School Committees of Massachusetts were recognized, 
by a law approved in 1798, as a group devoted to school 
problems (Knezevich, 1984). The final step came with the law 
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of 1826 which established school committees as separate from 
other governing authorities. This law gave the committee full 
governing authority over each school (Iowa Association of 
School Boards,1982; & Knezevich, 1984). 
Function and Role 
The board, as a governmental body, is created to perform 
specified functions (Brodinsky, 1977; Campbell, 1990; Iowa 
Association of School Boards, 1982; & Knezevich, 1984). The 
powers and duties of the board must be exercised by the board 
as a whole (Brodinsky, 1977; Campbell, 1990; Cistone, 1975; & 
Fresno Unified School District, 1991). Its members come and 
go, but the board remains the control center for the school 
district. The powers of local boards, as agreed to by the 
courts, are those: (1) expressly granted by statute; (2) 
fairly and necessarily implied in the powers expressly 
granted; and (3) essential to the accomplishments of the 
objectives of the corporation (Edwards, 1955; & Gordon, 1978) . 
School boards have specific powers to act for obligations 
and responsibilities (Campbell, 1990). The board has no 
choice but to comply with the statutes of the state that means 
board has mandatory power. However, on the other hand, the 
board has the discretionary powers to act in their compliance 
with the law (Campbell, 1990). The board is a policy 
formulator and planner, a decision maker to hire a 
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superintendent, an allocator to adopt an annual budget and an 
overseer for the implementation (Carpenter, 1989; & Fresno 
Unified School District, 1991). 
The list of most important characteristics of effective 
school board members are (Freeman, 1991): 
1. Can maintain his or her focus, even amid criticism 
and controversy. 
2. Abides by a board-established code of ethics. 
3. Clearly differentiates between policy making and 
administration in statements and action. 
4. Encourages citizen involvement and promotes school-
community cooperation. 
5. Uses established procedures to evaluate the 
superintendent. 
6. Communicates clearly and regularly with his or her 
constituency. 
7. Follows the board's policy for contact with the news 
media. 
8. Has the trust of school district employees. 
9. Takes an active part in district-wide planning. 
10. Has sufficient knowledge/skills to review and revise 
policy. 
Carpenter (1989) stated that exemplary board members 
are made, not born, and suggested that board members should be 
thoughtful and examination of the role is one thing that makes 
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a good board member. A member should: 
1. realize the first interest is to help the schools. 
2. never forget that members hold a position of public 
trust. 
3. be a team player. 
4. not cater to special interests. 
5. hire the best superintendent, evaluate fairly, and 
remove superintendent if need be. 
6. let others evaluate each board member. 
7. stay informed. 
8. clarify the prime function is policy-making, not 
administration. 
9. work to ensure adequate funding. 
10. set goal and evaluate progress. 
Board Members 
A study of school boards, conducted by the American 
School Board Journal in 1990, revealed that typical school 
board members have not changed much over the past 13 years 
(Freeman, 1991), 93.5% are white, the percentage of blacks on 
school boards dipped from 4.6% in 1990 to 2.9% in 1991, the 
largest proportion of black board members continues to be in 
the south, at 16.7%. The smallest is the West, at 1.1%, 44.7% 
ages are between 41 and 50, more than half (52.3%) family 
income are more than 30,000 and less than 69,999 (Freeman, 
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1991). Another sign of that steadfastness; women continue to 
occupy approximately one-third of American board seats. 
Nearly all the board members who answered this survey were 
elected to their board post, with only 5% attaining their 
positions through appointments (Freeman, 1991). Four-fifths 
of boards have from five to eight members. The typical board 
sets policy in a school system enrolling between 1,000 and 
4,999 students (Freeman, 1991). 
Tallerico (1989) classified the school members into three 
distinct types which are summarized as follow: 
1. Passive acquiescent: Members who rely primarily on the 
administrative staff for information and direction. They 
limit their participation in the school system's 
activities to regular board meeting or required 
ceremonies. Typically, they refer the public complaints 
and concerns to the superintendent to resolve. In 
virtually all matters, they differ to the 
superintendent•s j udgement. 
2. Reactive vigilant; Members who are inclined to go out of 
their way to meet parents, teachers, and central office 
staff members regularly. They persistently try to build 
support for their objectives,and they oversee the school 
system with vigor. They are not reluctant to monitor or 
question the superintendent's information and advice. 
They follow up on complaints they have referred to 
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administrators or suggest solutions themselves. 
3. Proactive supportive: They are midway between passive 
acquiescent and restive vigilantes. They are involved 
actively in school affairs. They usually advocate and 
support the superintendent's stance, rather than 
scrutinize or challenge it. They tend to keep the peace, 
build support, and keep the lid on controversy. They try 
to emphasize the positive, ameliorate differences, and be 
cheerleaders for the schools. 
Policy Decision-making Process 
Organizations, whether public or private, are complex 
entities. Decision-making plays the most important function 
for an effective organization. Decisions involve the complex 
interrelationships of people and organizations and are 
influenced by societal forces (Byrd, 1982). Organizational 
decision-making is influenced by the collective behavior of 
the individual decision-makers. Additional influences include 
the behavior of individuals in groups, the influences of power 
and authority, and the consequences of organizational 
equilibrium and inertia (Byrd, 1982). Boards of education are 
policy-making bodies by traditional and legal statements 
(Kogan 1984; & Knezevich, 1984). "A school board without a 
good set of policy is like a boat adrift in an open sea" (Iowa 
Association of School Boards, 1982, p.22). Boards of 
education are usually expected to spend more time on 
fundamental issues of educational policy and less time on 
trivia (Campbell, 1990). 
What is Policy? 
Policy encompasses anything that indicates what one can 
or cannot do in certain situations (Armstrong, 1974). A 
policy may also be defined as a general, goal-oriented 
statement of intent to act or behave in a particular manner 
when confronted with a given situation or to achieve a given 
result within some point in time (Knezevich, 1984) . There has 
to be an understanding that this is the way things are done, 
then there is a policy (Armstrong, 1974)• 
Policy can be treated as an action rather than as a 
behavior (Kerr, 1976). That is, policies can be described as 
"process outputs" or "patterns of response" (Kerr, 1976). In 
behavioral terms, as one undertakes an interest in policy with 
particular intention and purpose in mind that means policy as 
a category of action. It is an action of a plan (McKay, 
1985) . 
Purpose of Policy 
The purpose of educational policy is to make an enterprise 
systematic (Kerr, 1976). If one has no interest in the 
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systematic conduct of education, then one should have no 
concern with educational policies. The policy decision is a 
rational choice, a choice with reason, choice with 
intelligence, and choice with method. 
Choice of Policy 
The rational policy choice relies on knowledge 
conditions. Kerr (1976) notes there are five knowledge 
conditions to decide policy: choice under certainty, choice 
under risk, choice under uncertainty, choice under partial 
ignorance and choice under complete ignorance. Educational 
policies are choices that are made as rationally as possible. 
Policy making is a difficult, time-consuming but 
challenging agreement-reaching process (Knezevich, 1984). It 
requires discipline and the ability to rise above minutiae to 
perceive the broad picture of interrelationships in socially 
sensitive situations. 
Decision-making 
Decision-making is an important process for 
organizational effectiveness (Braverma, 1980; Byrd, 1982; 
Luthans,1992). The process is any action which is performed 
by management to achieve organizational objectives. 
Management and decision-making are inseparable concepts 
(Braveman, 1980). Decision-making is an organizational 
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process because it transcends the individual and has an effect 
on organizational goals (Luthans, 1992); it can be defined as 
choosing between alternatives (Luthans, 1992). Simon stated 
three major phases in the decision-making process: 
1. Intelligence activity 
2. Design activity 
3. Choice activity 
Mintzberg (1976) and his colleagues advocated a more 
empirical basis, closely related to Simon's phases, of stages 
in decision-making; 
1. The identification phase 
2. The development phase 
3 . The selection phase 
Whether expressed in Simon's or Mintzberg's phases, 
decision-making seems to be identifiable as the preliminary 
steps leading to the choice activity. Decision-making is also 
noted as a dynamic process (Luthans, 1992). There are many 
feedback loops in each of the phases (Luthans, 1992). 
Feedback loops can be caused by problems of timing, politics, 
disagreement among managers, inability to identify an 
appropriate alternative or to implement the solution, turnover 
of managers, or the sudden appearance of a new alternative. 
Advantages of Policv-makina 
Educational policies are valuable in the administration 
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(Knezevich, 1984) because they: 
1. help clarify responsibilities among board administrative 
staff, teaching staff, and the community; 
2. help promote more consistent and prudent decision-making 
or, stated negatively, they minimize embarrassing 
inconsistencies in school-board action; 
3. provide continuity of action; 
4. can save the board time, money and effort as many 
specific questions deal with similar principles, that is 
they repeat themselves in a variety of forms, and 
therefore, can be handled in a manner suggested by a 
single policy; 
5. help improve public relations; 
6. help reduce pressure on the board from special-interest 
pleaders; 
7. help reduce criticism of board action when it becomes 
apparent to the community that board decisions are based 
on well-defined and consistent policies rather than on 
expediency; 
8. give the board a sense of direction; 
9. facilitate orderly review of board practices; and, 
10. ensure a better-informed board and staff. 
Summary of Literature Review 
In this chapter, the author discussed the implementation 
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of the board of Education in the United States, its historical 
invention, its functions and roles, policy making process and 
advantages of having public on the school board. As the 
literature revealed, public education is of fundamental 
importance to a free society and to the continued development 
of democratic values, individual liberty and an appreciation 
for cultural diversity in society (Fresno Unified School 
District, 1991). Brodinsky, Campbell, Knezevich, Freeman, and 
some others have done extensive research on school boards. 
The current research issues are: "Is there a need for 
Taiwan to establish local school boards?" Will Taiwan public 
be willing to be involved in the decision-making for the local 
school?" The author thoroughly examined the structures of the 
educational system in Taiwan and the disadvantages associated 
with the centralized administrative system. The rationale for 
educational governing by government was also explored via the 
Constitution of Taiwan, the Republic of China. Through the 
comparison of the two different systems, the author intended 
to raise the issue of creating effective local public school 
boards to administer education in Taiwan so that a democratic 
approach to reform Taiwan education system can be attained. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this chapter is to report the methods and 
procedures used in examining and analyzing the perceptions of 
stakeholder support for creating local school boards in 
Taiwan. This chapter is divided into the following sections: 
1. population and sample 
2. instrument development 
3. instrument validation and pilot testing 
4. data collection method 
5. data analysis method 
Since the research population and subjects are focusing 
on the system in Taiwan, some terminology may not be 
completely compatible with the customary usage in the United 
States. Those terms in need extra of explanation are in the 
"Definition of Terms" in Chapter I. 
The Sample 
The research sample consists of six groups affected by 
decision-making in public schools in Taiwan: directors of 
county/city education bureau, central office staff, K-9 
principals, K-9 teachers, K-9 parents, and other citizens not 
included in the previous categories (Table 1). They represent 
the key constituent groups in the educational system in 
Taiwan. The sample was drawn by means of a stratified 
sampling technique used to select sample proportions 
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Table 1. Sample for the study 
Constituent Group Number 
Directors of county/city education bureaus 21 
Central office staff 48 
K-9 principals 80 
K-9 teachers 100 
K-9 parents 80 
Coinmunity members 80 
TOTAL 409 
appropriate in terms of status and schools from K-9th grades. 
The 21 counties/cities in Taiwan are categorized into four 
groups; 
1. Five cities which are independent to the county 
governments; Keelung, Hinchu, Taichung, Chiayi, and 
Tainan cities. 
2. Six large counties with over one million population; 
Taipei, Taoyuan, Taichung, Changhua, Tainan, and 
Kaohsiung counties. 
3. Five counties with population smaller than one 
million but larger than half a million; Nantou, 
Miaoli, Yunlin, Chiayi, and Pintung counties. 
4. Five small counties which contain a population of 
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less than half a million; Hinschu, Yilan, Taitung, 
Hwalien, and Penghu counties. 
County/City Directors for Education — directors of 
educational bureaus in each county/city will be included. 
There are 16 counties and 5 cities in Taiwan Province. Thus, 
a total of 21 directors provided data for the study. 
Central Office Staff — this category represents the 
educational professionals who work under the directors of the 
educational bureau at the county/city levels. The 
professionals under the directors of each division at the 
Taiwan Provincial Department of Education are also included in 
this category. The central office staff included supervisors, 
specialists, section chiefs, and general staff. There are 542 
central office staff in 21 counties/ cities in the bureau of 
education (Lee, 1990). Forty eight central office staff were 
included in the sample. Twelve were selected from each 
district type. 
Principals — there are 636 Junior Middle Schools (7th-
9th grades), 2,250 Elementary Schools (lst-6th grades), and 
1,871 kindergartens in the Taiwan Province. Each school has a 
principal. The total number of principals for K-9 schools is 
4,757 (Taiwan Provincial Department of Education, 1991). 
Eighty principals were selected randomly for the sample. 
Twenty were selected from each district type. 
Teachers — there are 114,898 teachers for K-9 grades in 
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Taiwan (Taiwan Provincial Department of Education, 1991). 
Twenty five were selected from each size of district. One 
hundred were randomly selected as the sample. 
Parents — parents who are directors, administrators or 
teachers in the above status and whose children are currently 
attending schools from K-9 grades in Taiwan Province. There 
are 2,986,062 K-9 students in Taiwan Province (Taiwan 
Provincial Department of Education, 1991). Assuming that each 
student comes from one family; and the parents who were not 
included in the aforementioned categories (120,218) are 
2,865,844. Eighty parents were randomly selected from a 
population of 2,865,844. Twenty were from each district type. 
Community members — according to the census data, the 
total population at the end of 1989 was 16,030,531 in Taiwan 
Province (Lien,1990). The population for the categories 
stated above is 3,106,280, Consequently, the category of 
remaining others is 12,924,251. The sample (80), was randomly 
selected from the population of 12,924,251. Twenty were from 
each district type. 
Instrument Development 
A questionnaire, designed to gather data for the study, 
was developed after a literature review and interviews with 
experts. The questionnaire was structured in five parts (see 
Appendix A). Since the questionnaire is dealing with the 
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degree of public involvement desired in the education 
decision-making processes, items sought perceptions that 
include the need for change in local educational system, 
desire to be involved in the decision-making processes, and 
areas of involvement for local educational administration. 
Instruments for responding to the items employ a five-point 
scale and multiple choice questions. 
Instrument Validation and Pilot Testing 
The questionnaire was submitted for validation to a panel 
of experts comprised of members of the investigator's graduate 
committee and members of the faculty of the College of 
Education at Iowa State University. Based upon the 
recommendations of this panel, the instrument was revised 
several times before a final draft was produced. The final 
draft of the instrument was used as part of a pilot test with 
a sample of ten administrators in the county/city bureau of 
education and Provincial Department of Education in Taiwan. 
Results of the pilot-test helped to provide information used 
to revise the questionnaire. The revised instrument was 
submitted to the Human Subjects Committee at Iowa State 
University for approval (seee Appendix C) . 
Data Collection Method 
Three steps were followed in the data collection process. 
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1. The questionnaire was mailed or delivered by hand to each 
subject selected in the sample. A cover letter 
explaining the purpose of the study and assuring 
confidentiality of the data was enclosed for each subject 
(see Appendix D). Subjects were asked to complete the 
questionnaire in a week of receipt and to return by the 
stamped, self-addressed envelope provided. Each 
questionnaire was coded to certify individual respondents 
in order for the researcher in mailing follow-up letters. 
2. One week after the initial mailing, a follow-up letter 
(see Appendix E) with an additional questionnaire and 
stamped, self-addressed return envelope was distributed 
to each subject who had not returned the initial mailing 
by March 22, 1992. 
3. Another one week after the follow-up letter, an interview 
was conducted with the subject who had not returned the 
questionnaire to increase the percentage of data 
collection. After the original data were collected, and 
before data analyses began, the list of participants was 
destroyed to preserve the anonymity of respondents. 
Data Analysis Methods 
A carefully planned series of techniques were used to 
analyze the data: 
1. Each returned questionnaire was carefully examined. If 
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50% or more of 27 questions were incomplete, the 
questionnaire was considered invalid and was removed from 
analysis. 
The data collected from the returned questionnaires were 
coded and used to construct a data file with which to run 
statistical analyses by means of the SPSS (Statistical 
Package for Social Studies). 
The following statistical analyses were used to summarize 
the data: 
(a) Mean scores: They were computed for all demographic 
factors in the study, for all items related to each 
research question. 
(b) Standard deviations: They were computed for the 
demographic factors and for all items. 
(c) Frequency counts and percentages: They were used to 
summarize descriptive data. 
(d) Analysis of variance (ANOVA): To compare groups, 
the one-way ANOVA procedure was to used to verify 
the relationship between variables. If the 
statistical procedure in applying the ANOVA test 
found significant difference (F value at .05 level) 
within group, then the Scheffe multiple comparison 
test was used to verify difference and to identify 
specific groups. If the Scheffe procedure, due to 
its statistically conservative nature, did not 
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indicate (identify) a significant difference between 
the groups, then the Tukey, Tukey-B, and Student-
Newman-Keuls tests were used to test between-group 
differences. 
In the analysis of data for each statement item 
related to the research questions, it was determined 
that 0.5 would be the break point for each score of 
the Likert scale that included a ranking between 
1-5, therefore: 
1.00-1.50 Strongly disagree 
1.51-2.50 Disagree 
2.51-2.99 Tend to disagree 
3.00 Neutral 
3.01-3.50 Tend to agree 
3.51-4.50 Agree 
4.51+ Strongly agree 
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CHAPTER IV. RESEARCH RESULTS AND FINDINGS 
The major findings and results of this study are 
presented in this chapter. The chapter is divided into three 
sections; (1) general characteristics of the sample; (2) 
research questions and findings; and (3) findings. 
General Characteristics of the Sample 
Ratio of Respondents in Sample 
A total of 409 questionnaires were sent out to directors 
of the bureau, central office staff, principals, teachers, 
parents and community members in Taiwan. Three hundred and 
seventy six respondents (92%) completed the questionnaire. 
The high response rate might be attributed to the culture of 
Taiwan wherein education is very important and to individual 
desire to respond to the educational survey. It may also be a 
result of the highly organized system used by the bureau to 
collect the data. Among the constituent groups: All 80 K-9 
principals responded to the questionnaire or 100%; of K-9 
teachers, 97% responded; community members responded at a 
ratio of 91%; directors and staff of the bureau responded at 
85%; and the smallest ratio of respondents were parents of K-9 
students, at 84%. Respondents and percentages of the sample 
groups are shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Numbers and percentages of respondents in sample 
Group Frequency Percent(%) 
Mailing M Response N 
Director of bureau 21 18 85.71 
Administrative staff 48 41 85.41 
K-9 principals 80 80 100.00 
K-9 teachers 100 97 97.00 
K-9 parents 80 67 83.75 
Community members 80 73 91.25 
Total 409 376 91.93 
Table 3. Categories and characteristics of the respondents 
Respondents Number 
Relative 
Percent 
Adjusted 
Percent 
Age: 
under 31 41 10.90 
31-40 91 24.20 
41-50 123 32.71 
51-60 93 24.73 
61 or over 26 6.91 
missing data 2 .53 
Total 376 100.00 
Hiahest education received bv all the respondents: 
middle school 18 
high school 55 
bachelor's degree 255 
master's/doctorate degree 47 
missing data 1 
4.79 
14.63 
67.81 
12.50 
.27 
10.90 
24.30 
32.80 
24.80 
5.60 
100.00 
4.80 
14.60 
67.80 
12.50 
Total 376 100.00 100.00 
* Highest education received by educational professionals: 
middle 1 .43 
high school 9 3.81 
bachelor's degree 186 78.81 
master's/doctorate degree 40 16.95 
Total 236 100.00 
* Highest education received by non-educational professionals: 
middle 17 12.23 
high school 46 
bachelor's degree 69 
master's/doctorate degree 7 
33.09 
49.64 
5.04 
Total 139 100.00 
Table 3. (continued) 
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Relative Adjusted 
Respondents Number Percent Percent 
Sex; 
male 244 64.89 66.68 
female 121 32.18 33.32 
missing data 11 2.93 
Total 376 100.00 100.00 
Family monthly incomet 
below NT$30,000 32 8.51 8.56 
NT$30,000 - NT$49,999 100 26.61 26.77 
NT$50,000 - NT$69,999 113 30,05 30.21 
NT$70,000 - NT$99,999 93 24.73 24.87 
over NT$100,000 36 9.57 9.63 
missing data 2 .53 
Total 376 100.00 100.00 
District type; 
City 92 24.47 
Large county 94 25.00 
Medium size county 98 26.06 
Small county 92 24.47 
Total 376 100.00 
* US$1=NT$25 
Table 3 presents important demographic information about 
the sample. Such demographic factors as age, highest level of 
education, gender, income, and district type are included and 
described below. 
Distribution of the Respondents by Age 
Forty-one of the respondents (11%) were under 31; ninety-
one (24%) were between age 31-40; one hundred and twenty-three 
(33%) were between age 41-50; ninety-three (25%) were between 
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age 51-60; and twenty-six (7%) were 61 or over. 
Distribution of the Respondents by Education Received 
Table 3 shows the distribution of respondents in terms of 
the highest education degree received. Two hundred and fifty-
five of the respondents (67.8%) had earned a bachelor's 
degree; fifty-five percent graduated from senior high school; 
forty-seven earned a Master's degree; and only eighteen of the 
respondents received a junior high school education. The 
distribution of respondents' educational background was also 
examined by categories of educational and non-educational 
professionals. The former included directors, principals, 
staff and teachers, and the latter included parents and 
community members. While less than five percent of the 
educational professionals had earned less than a bachelor's 
degree, fifty-five percent of the non-educational 
professionals had a bachelor's, master's or doctor's degree. 
Distribution of the Respondents by Gender 
Among the total number of the respondents, two hundred 
and forty-four (65%) were males and one hundred and twenty-one 
(32%) were females. 
Distribution of Family Monthly Income 
Table 3 represents the distribution of the monthly family 
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income. One hundred and thirteen (30%) of the respondents 
earned a monthly family income NT$50,000-69,999. One hundred 
respondents (27%) earned a family income NT$30,000-49,999. A 
monthly income between NT$70,000 to NT$99,999 was reported by 
93 respondents (9.57%). A monthly income below NT$30,000 was 
reported by 32 (8.51%). On the other hand, an income over one 
hundred thousand (NT$100,000) was earned by 36 participants or 
9.57 percent. 
Distribution of Respondents by District Type 
Districts were classified into four types: cities or 
large counties where the county population is over one 
million, medium size counties where the county population is 
between one million and half a million, and small counties 
where the county population is less than half a million. 
Ninety-two respondents (24%) were from cities and small 
counties respectively; 94 (25%) of respondents were from large 
counties, and 98 (26%) were from medium size counties. 
Research Questions and Findings 
The survey employed a 5-point Likert scale. In 
determining the reactive strength of respondents' agreement or 
disagreement with statements designed to determine constituent 
groups' preferences, it was determined that 0.5 would be used 
as the break point for each point of the Likert scale. For 
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example, when a mean was between 1 and 1.50 it would be 
interpreted as strongly disagree; between 1.51 and 2.50 
disagree; between 2.51 and 3.00 tend to disagree; 3.00 
neutral; between 3.01 and 3.50 tend to agree; between 3.51 and 
4.50 agree; and above 4.51 strongly agree (see page 42). 
If the statistical procedure in the one-way ANOVA test 
found significant differences between groups, then the Scheffe 
multiple comparison test was used to verify difference and to 
identify specific groups. If the Scheffe multiple comparison 
procedure, due to its statistically conservative nature, did 
not identify significant differences between the groups, then 
the Tukey, Tukey-B, and Student-Newman-Keuls tests were used 
to test between-group differences. 
Following are the seven research questions, the data used 
for analysis, presentation of findings, and statistical 
testing where appropriate. 
Research Question One 
To what degree do the constituent groups (directors of 
county/city education, central office staff, principals, 
teachers, parents and community members) perceive the need for 
change in public involvement in the educational decision­
making process in Taiwan public schools? 
Six statements addressed the perception of need for 
change in public involvement in the educational decision-
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making process. Respondents replied to the statements using 
the five-point Likert scale. 
1. Bureau Effectiveness - The bureau is an effective agency. 
The data presented in Table 4 indicate that the 
respondents tended to agree (3.44) that the local bureau is an 
effective decision-making agency. While all six groups were 
in agreement, the building principals (3.95) were in strongest 
agreement; eighty-four percent agreed; nineteen percent of 
these strongly agreed, and only five percent disagreed. Staff 
members (3.55) were also in agreement. Community members and 
parents (3.21 and 3.13 respectively) agreed less strongly than 
the other groups; twenty-two percent of the community members 
and twenty-one percent of the parents did not agree that the 
bureau's decision-making is effective. 
2. Degree of Control - The bureau has too much control over 
the decision-making process. 
Table 4 shows that the respondents tend to disagree 
(2.93) that the local bureau has excessive control over 
decision-making processes. The directors disagreed strongly 
(2.33); eighty-three percent disagreed; and only seventeen 
percent agreed that there was excessive control. Staff (2.45) 
also did not report that the bureau has too much control; 
sixty percent of staff disagreed that the bureau has too much 
control over decision-making. 
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Table 4. Respondents' perceptions of educational bureaus 
effectiveness,degree of control, political force, influence of 
county/city government, means to participate, and responding 
to change 
Rating of Agreement Total 
FACTOR/GROUP 1 2 3 4 5 N(COL%) Mean SD 
n/(%) n/(%) n/{%) n/(%) n/(%) 
Effective in decision-making: 
Directors 0 5 3 9 1 18( 5) 3.33 .97 
(0) (28) (17) (50) (6) 
Staff 1 5 7 25 2 40(10) 3.55 .88 
(3) (13) (18) (63) (6) 
Principals 1 4 8 52 15 80(22) 3.95 .78 
(1) (5) (10) (65) (19) 
Teachers 1 18 20 52 3 94(25) 3.39 .91 
(1) (19) (21) (55) (3) 
Parents 1 14 29 21 2 67(18) 3.13 .83 
(2) (21) (43) (31) (3) 
Community 1 16 24 31 1 73(20) 3.21 .85 
(1) (22) (33) (43) (1) 
Total 5 62 91 190 24 372(100) 3.44 .90 
(1) (17) (25) (51) (7) (100) 
> control over decision--making: 
Directors 0 15 0 3 0 18 2.33 .77 
(0) (83) (0) (17) (0) 
Staff 3 24 5 8 0 40 2.45 .90 
(8) (60) (12) (20) (0) 
Principals 3 29 19 28 1 80 2.94 .96 
(4) (36) (24) (35) (1) 
Teachers 1 30 34 31 1 97 3.00 .88 
(1) (31) (35) (32) (1) 
Parents 1 11 27 28 0 67 3.22 .78 
(2) (16) (40) (42) (0) 
Community 0 24 29 17 2 72 2.96 .83 
(0) (33) (40) (24) (3) 
Total 8 133 114 115 4 374(100) 2.93 .90 
(2) (36) (30) (31) (1) (100) 
Table 4. (continued) 
Rating of Agreement Total 
FACTOR/GROUP 1 
n/(%) 
2 3 4 5 N(COL%) 
n/(%) n/{%) n/(%) n/(%) 
Mean SD 
Influenced by political forces on 
Directors 0 2 
(0) (11) 
dec i s ion-making: 
2 7 7 
(11) (39) (39) 
18 4.06 1.00 
Staff 0 
(0) 
6 
(15) 
5 
(13) 
19 
(48) 
10 
(25) 
40 3.83 .98 
Principals 2 
(3) 
15 
(19) 
16 
(20) 
38 
(48) 
9 
(11) 
80 3.46 1.01 
Teachers 1 
(1) 
17 
(18) 
21 
(22) 
45 
(48) 
10 
(11) 
94 3.49 .95 
Parents 1 
(2) 
12 
(20) 
19 
(28) 
28 
(42) 
7 
(10) 
57 3.42 .96 
Coinmunity 0 
(0) 
13 
(18) 
20 
(28) 
29 
(40) 
10 
(14) 
72 3.50 ,95 
Total 4 
(1) 
65 
(18) 
83 
(22) 
166 
(45) 
53 
(14) 
371(100) 
100 
3.54 .97 
Domination of county/city government: 
Directors 0 3 5 
(0) (17) (28) 
9 
(50) 
1 
(6) 
18 3.44 .86 
Staff 1 
(3) 
12 
(30) 
6 
(15) 
15 
(38) 
6 
(15) 
40 3.33 1.14 
Principals 1 
(1) 
18 
(23) 
17 
(21) 
34 
(43) 
10 
(13) 
80 3.43 1,02 
Teachers 1 
(1) 
21 
(22) 
27 
(29) 
37 
(39) 
8 
(9) 
94 3.32 .95 
Parents 0 
(0) 
15 
(22) 
22 
(33) 
26 
(39) 
4 
(6) 
67 3.28 .88 
Community 0 
(0) 
21 
(29) 
21 
(29) 
22 
(31) 
8 
(11) 
72 3.24 1.00 
Total 3 
(1) 
90 
(24) 
98 
(26) 
143 
(39) 
37 
(10) 
371(100) 
(100) 
3.33 .98 
Table 4. (continued) 
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Rating of Agreement Total 
FACTOR/GROUP 1 
n/(%) 
2 3 4 
n/(%) n/(%) n/(%) 
5 N(COL%) 
n/(%) 
Mean SD 
Adequate means for to participate 
Directors 0 10 
(0) (56) 
in decision-making 
4 4 0 
(22) (22) (0) 
18 2.67 .84 
Staff 1 
(3) 
13 
(33) 
10 
(25) 
15 
(38) 
1 
(3) 
40 3.05 .96 
Principals 2 
(3) 
28 
(35) 
13 
(16) 
30 
(38) 
7 
(9) 
80 3.15 1.08 
Teachers 3 
(3) 
37 
(39) 
19 
(20) 
32 
(34) 
3 
(3) 
94 2.95 1.00 
Parents 0 
(0) 
27 
(40) 
17 
(25) 
19 
(28) 
4 
(6) 
67 3.00 .97 
Community 4 
(6) 
30 
(42) 
15 
(21) 
20 
(28) 
3 
(4) 
72 2.83 1.03 
Total 10 
(3) 
145 
(39) 
78 
(21) 
120 
(32) 
18 
(5) 
371(100) 
100 
2.98 1.01 
Effectiveness of 
Directors 
responding to social changes: 
0 6 3 8 
(0) (33) (17) (44) 
1 
(6) 
18 3.22 1.00 
Staff 0 
(0) 
8 
(20) 
8 
(20) 
22 
(55) 
2 
(5) 
40 3.45 .88 
Principals 1 
(1) 
13 
(16) 
10 
(13) 
43 
(54) 
13 
(16) 
80 3.68 .98 
Teachers 2 
(2) 
26 
(27) 
21 
(22) 
41 
(43) 
6 
(6) 
96 3.29 1.02 
Parents 0 
(0) 
20 
(30) 
14 
(21) 
28 
(42) 
5 
(8) 
67 3.27 .98 
Members 0 
(0) 
23 
(32) 
19 
(26) 
27 
(38) 
3 
(4) 
72 3.14 .92 
Total 3 
(1) 
96 
(26) 
75 
(20) 
169 
(45) 
30 
(8) 
373(100) 
(100) 
3.38 .97 
The Likert Scale: 1: Strongly Disagree 2: Disagree 3: Neutral 
4: Agree 5: Strongly Agree 
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On the other hand, parents tended to agree (3.22) that 
the bureau has too much control over decision-making; forty-
two percent of the parents agreed that bureau has too much 
control over decision-making. Teachers (3.00) were neutral, 
but there was a split among members; thirty-two percent of the 
teachers agreed that bureau has too much control over 
decision-making, while thirty-one percent disagreed. 
3. Political Forces - The bureau's decision-making processes 
are influenced by political forces. 
Table 4 shows that the respondents agreed (3.54) that the 
bureau's decision-making processes are influenced by political 
forces; forty five percent of the respondents agreed and over 
fourteen percent strongly agreed. While all six groups were 
in agreement, the directors were in strongest agreement 
(4.06); seventy-eight percent agreed; thirty-nine percent 
strongly agreed, and only eleven percent disagreed. Staff 
(3.83) also saw this in a similar vein; seventy-three percent 
agreed and twenty-five strongly agreed that the prominent 
influences by political forces exist. Parents and principals 
(3.42 and 3.46 respectively) agreed less strongly than the 
other groups; twenty-two percent of the parents and nineteen 
percent of the principals did not agree that the bureau's 
decision-making processes are influenced by political forces. 
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4. Domination of county/city government - The bureau's 
decision-making processes are dominated by the county/city 
government. 
Table 4 shows that the respondents tended to agree (3.33) 
that the bureau's decision-making processes are dominated by 
county/city government. While all six groups were in 
agreement, the directors (3.44) and principals (3.43) were in 
strongest agreement; fifty-six percent agreed; six percent of 
the directors and thirteen percent of the principals strongly 
agreed; and only seventeen percent of the directors and twenty 
three percent of the principals disagreed. Community members 
and parents (3.24 and 3.28 respectively) agreed less strongly 
than the other groups; twenty-nine percent of the community 
members and twenty-one percent of the parents did not agree 
that the bureau's decision-making processes are dominated by 
the county/city government. 
5. Means to participate - The public has adequate means to 
participate in decision-making processes for local education. 
The data presented in Table 4 indicate that the 
respondents tended to disagree (2.98) that the public has 
adequate means to participate in decision-making processes for 
local education. Directors were in strongest disagreement 
(2.67); fifty-six percent disagreed; and only twenty-two 
percent agreed. Community members (2.83) and teachers (2.95) 
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also tended to disagree. Principals and central office staff 
of the bureau (3.15 and 3.05 respectively) were more convinced 
than other groups; forty-seven percent of the principals 
agreed; and nine percent of these strongly agreed that public 
has adequate means to participate in decision-making processes 
for local education. Forty-one percent of the central office 
staff agreed, and three percent of these strongly agreed that 
public has adequate means to participate in decision-making. 
6. Responding to changes - The bureau is effective in 
responding to changes in society. 
Table 4 shows that the respondents tended to agree (3.38) 
that the bureau is effective in responding to changes in 
society. While all six groups agreed, the building principals 
were in strongest agreement (3.68); seventy percent agreed and 
sixteen percent of these strongly agreed that the bureau is 
effective in responding to social changes; and only seventeen 
percent of the principals did not agree. Central office staff 
(3.45) and teachers (3.27) also tended to agree that the 
bureau is effective in responding to social changes. 
Community members and directors (3.14 and 3.22 respectively) 
were less inclined to see the bureau as effective to 
responding to social changes than did the other groups; fifty-
eight percent of the community members and forty-nine percent 
of the directors did not agree that the bureau is effective in 
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responding to changes in society. 
Research Question Two 
To what degree do the constituent groups want to be 
involved in the decision-making process related to 
administrating the local public schools? 
Constituent groups responded to six items which were used 
to address Question Two. 
1. Responsibility for decision-making - Decision-making 
processes for local schools should be the sole responsibility 
of the government agencies. 
The data presented in Table 5 indicate that the 
respondents tended to disagree (2.81) that the decision-making 
processes for local schools should be the sole responsibility 
of the government. While all six groups indicated that 
decision-making should not be the sole responsibility of the 
government agencies, directors were in strongest disagreement 
(2.61); sixty-two percent disagreed; six percent of these 
strongly disagreed, and only twenty-seven percent agreed that 
decision-making should be the sole responsibility of the 
government agencies. Principals (2.71) and teachers (2.80) 
also tended to disagree. Central office staff and parents 
(2.98 and 2.88 respectively) were in less disagreement than 
the other groups; and, forty-three percent of the central 
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office staff and thirty percent of the parents agreed that the 
decision-making processes for local schools should be the sole 
responsibility of the government. 
2. More involvement - The public should be more involved in 
educational decision-making. 
Table 5 shows that the respondents agreed (3.92) that the 
public should be more involved in educational decision-making. 
All six groups agreed. Teachers (3.97), principals (3.96), 
parents (3.94), and community members (3.94) were most 
convinced that the public needs more involvement in 
educational decision-making. Directors and bureau staff (3.72 
and 3.70 respectively) were less convinced of the need for 
more involvement than the other groups; and, six percent of 
the directors and fifteen percent of the bureau staff 
disagreed that the public should be more involved in 
educational decision-making. 
3. Public input - The public's opinion should be taken into 
account in educational decision-making processes. 
The data presented in Table 5 indicate that the 
respondents agreed (4.09) that public opinion should be taken 
into account in decision-making. While all six groups were in 
agreement, the building principals and community members (both 
4.13) were in strongest agreement. Eighty-five percent of the 
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principals agreed; twenty-six of these strongly agreed that 
public opinion should be taken into account in educational 
decision-making; and only one percent disagreed. Eighty-seven 
percent of the community members agreed; twenty-nine percent 
of these strongly agreed; and, only four percent disagreed. 
Directors (4.11) and parents (4.10) also agreed. Bureau staff 
(3.96) were slightly less convinced than other groups that 
public opinion input should be considered in educational 
decision-making. Eight percent of the bureau staff disagreed 
that public's opinions should be part of decision-making. 
Table 5. Respondents* desire to be involved in educational 
decision-making 
Rating of Agreement Total 
FACTOR/GROUP 12 3 4 5 N(COL%) Mean SD 
n/(%) n/(%) n/(%) n/(%) n/(%) 
Sole responsibility of govermnen-t: 
Directors 1 10 2 5 0 18 2.61 .98 
(6) (56) (11) (27) (0) 
Staff 4 13 6 14 3 40 2.98 1.19 
(4) (33) (15) (35) (8) 
Principals 6 36 16 19 3 82 2,71 1.03 
(8) (45) (20) (24) (4) 
Teachers 2 54 11 19 10 96 2.80 1.11 
(2) (56) (12) (20) (10) 
Parents 2 31 12 17 5 67 2.88 1.07 
(3) (46) (18) (25) (8) 
Community 2 35 14 17 4 72 2.81 1.02 
(3) (49) (19) (24) (6) 
Total 17 179 61 91 25 373(100) 2.81 1.07 
(5) (48) (16) (24) (7) 
Table 5. (continued) 
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Rating of Agreement Total 
FACTOR/GROUP 12 3 4 5 N(COL%) Mean SD 
n/(%) n/(%) n/(%) n/(%) n/(%) 
More educational involvement is desired. 
Directors 0 1 4 12 1 18(5) 3.72 
(0) (6) (22) (67) (6) 
Staff 2 4 6 20 8 40(11) 3.70 
(5) (10) (15) (50) (20) 
Principals 0 5 9 50 16 80(21) 3.96 
(0) (6) (11) (63) (20) 
Teachers 0 6 11 59 20 96(26) 3.97 
(0) (6) (12) (62) (21) 
Parents 0 3 9 44 11 67(18) 3.94 
(0) (5) (13) (66) (16) 
Conununity 0 5 8 45 14 72(19) 3.94 
(0) (7) (11) (63) (19) 
Total 2 24 47 230 70 373(100) 3.92 
(1) (6) (13) (62) (19) (100) 
Public's opinion should be part of decision-making. 
Directors 0 0 1 14 3 18(5) 4.11 
(0) (0) (6) (78) (17) 
Staff 0 3 2 29 6 40(11) 3.95 
(0) (8) (5) (73) (15) 
Principals 0 1 10 47 22 80(21) 4.13 
(0) (1) (13) (59) (26) 
Teachers 2 2 7 63 23 97(26) 4.06 
(2) (2) (7) (65) (24) 
Parents 0 3 4 43 17 67(18) 4.10 
(0) (5) (6) (64) (25) 
Community 0 3 6 42 21 72(19) 4.13 
(0) (4) (8) (58) (29) 
.67 
.75 
.76 
.69 
.77 
.78 
.71 
. 6 6  
.76 
,70 
.73 
Total 2 12 30 238 92 374(100) 4.09 .70 
(1) (3) (8) (64) (25) (100) 
Table 5. (continued) 
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Rating of Agreement Total 
FACTOR/GROUP 1 2 3 4 5 N(COL%) Mean SD 
n/(%) n/(%) i n/(%) n/(%) n/(%) 
Public involvement is beneficial to local school system. 
Directors 0 1 2 15 0 18(5) 3.78 .55 
(0) (6) (11) (83) (0) 
Staff 0 4 4 28 4 40(11) 3.80 .76 
(0) (10) (10) (70) (10) 
Principals 1 3 5 53 18 80(21) 4.05 .74 
(1) (4) (6) (66) (23) 
Teachers 1 6 10 60 19 96(26) 3.94 .81 
(1) (6) (10) (63) (20) 
Parents 1 2 10 35 19 67(18) 4.03 .83 
(2) (3) (15) (52) (28) 
Community 1 4 5 44 18 72(19) 4.03 .82 
(1) (6) (7) (61) (25) 
Total 4 20 36 235 78 373(100) 3.97 .79 
(1) (5) (10) (63) (21) (100) 
Policy is developed by • top administrators 
• 
Directors 1 15 2 0 0 18(5) 2.06 .42 
(6) (83) (11) (0) (0) 
Staff 11 25 1 3 0 40(11) 1.90 .78 
(8) (63) (3) (8) (0) 
Principals 20 43 10 4 3 80(21) 2.09 .96 
(25) (54) (13) (5) (4) 
Teachers 30 54 5 5 2 96(26) 1.91 .87 
(31) (56) (5) (5) (2) 
Parents 19 38 7 3 0 67(18) 1.91 -75 
(28) (57) (10) (5) (0) 
Community 21 41 4 6 0 72(19) 1.93 .83 
(29) (57) (6) (8) (0) 
Total 102 216 29 21 5 373(100) 1.96 .83 
(27) (60) (8) (6) (1) (100) 
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Table 5. (continued) 
Rating of Agreement Total 
FACTOR/GROUP 12 3 4 5 N(COL%) Mean SD 
n/(%) n/(%) n/(%) n/(%) n/(%) 
Public will commit themselves to educational decision-making. 
Directors 0 0 1 6 11 18(5) 4.56 .62 
(0) (0) (S) (33) (61) 
Staff 0 1 0 21 18 40(11) 4.38 .74 
(0) (3) (0) (53) (45) 
Principals 0 0 6 46 28 80(21) 4.29 .62 
(0) (0) (8) (58) (35) 
Teachers 1 2 8 60 26 97(26) 4.08 .84 
(1) (2) (8) (62) (27) 
Parents 0 0 11 40 16 67(18) 4.07 .64 
(0) (0) (16) (60) (24) 
Community 0 0 14 47 11 72(19) 3.96 .59 
(0) (0) (19) (65) (15) 
Total 1 3 40 220 109 374(100) 4.16 .71 
(1) (1) (11) (59) (29) (100) 
The Likert Scale; 1: Strongly Disagree 2: Disagree 3: Neutral 
4; Agree 5; Strongly Agree 
4. Benefit of public involvement - Public involvement in 
decision-making processes will benefit the local school 
system, 
Table 5 shows that the respondents agreed (3.97) that 
public involvement in decision-making processes will benefit 
local school systems. While all six groups agreed, building 
principals (4.05) were most convinced of the benefit of public 
involvement; eighty-nine percent agreed; twenty-three percent 
of these strongly agreed; and only five percent disagreed. 
62 
Parents and community members (both 4.03) also agreed. 
Directors and central office staff (3.78 and 3.80 
respectively) were less convinced than the other groups; and, 
six percent of the directors and ten percent of the staff 
disagreed that the public involvement in decision-making 
processes will benefit local school systems. 
5. Policy development - Policy should be developed by top 
administrators. 
Table 5 shows that the respondents tended to disagree 
(1.96) that policy should be developed by top administrators. 
While all six groups disagreed, bureau staff were in strongest 
disagreement (1.90); seventy-one percent disagreed; eight 
percent of these strongly disagreed; and, only eight percent 
agreed. Teachers (1.91) and parents (1.91) also disagreed 
that policy should be developed by top administrators. 
Principals and directors (2.09 and 2.06 respectively) were 
less in disagreement than the other groups. None of the 
directors agreed. Nine percent of the principals agreed that 
policy should be developed by top administrators. 
6. Commitment to participate - If asked, I will commit myself 
to participating in the educational decision-making process. 
The data presented in Table 5 indicate that the 
respondents were willing to commit themselves to participating 
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in the decision-making process (4.16). While all six groups 
indicated this willingness, directors (4.59) were most willing 
to participate in educational decision-making; ninety-four 
percent agreed to participate; sixty-one percent of these 
strongly agreed that they would desire to participate; and, 
none of these indicated that they would not be willing to 
participate. Staff (4.38) and principals (4.29) also agreed. 
Community members and parents (3.96 and 4.07 respectively) 
were less committed to participating than the other groups. 
None of the community members and parents indicated that they 
were not willing to commit themselves to participating in the 
educational decision-making. On the contrary, three percent 
of the staff and teachers disagreed that they would commit to 
participating in educational decision-making. 
Research Question Three 
To what degree do the constituent groups differ in their 
desire to participate in the decision-making process? 
The analysis of variance in Table 6 explicates 
differences in the constituent groups* desire to participate 
in educational decision-making. The F ratio (4.14) is 
significant at .01 level, which means that there were 
significant differences between groups. The Scheffe multiple 
comparison test procedure did not identify the difference 
between groups. The Tukey-HSD and Tukey-B multiple comparison 
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procedure in Table 7, however, showed community members were 
significantly different from bureau directors, bureau staff, 
and principals. Community members were less committed to 
participating in the decision-making process than the other 
three groups. 
Table 6. ANOVA summary table for testing differences between 
the means of groups in their desire to participate in 
decision-making 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 5 9. 96 1.99 4.14 .01 
Within Groups 368 177. 05 .48 
Total 373 187. 01 
Table 7. Tukey-HSD & Tukey B multiple comparison between 
groups on the desire to participate in decision-making 
Mean Group Community Parents Teachers Staff Principals Directors 
3.96 
4.07 
4.08 
4.29 
4.38 
4.56 
(*) pairs of groups significantly different at the level of 0.05. 
Research Question Four 
What are the educational areas (finance, personnel, 
curriculum and instruction, student affairs, school 
supervision and management) that constituent groups feel most 
Community 
Parents 
Teachers 
Principals 
Staff 
Directors 
65 
important, in which they would like to be involved and feel 
most competent in the decision-making process? 
For this research question, respondents were asked to 
indicate the extent to which they wished to participate in 
decision-making in each of the five educational areas and to 
determine their perception of the relative importance of these 
areas and respondents self-assessment of their most competence 
in the five educational areas. Respondents were given five 
choices of areas to indicate which of the five educational 
areas they preferred to be involved in or believed they were 
most competent to make decision. They were also provided an 
opportunity to indicate they "do not know". Four items were 
used to investigate the results of this question. 
1. Most important issue 
Table 8 shows that fifty-nine percent of the respondents 
identified student affairs as the most important issue in 
which they wished to be involved in decision-making among the 
five educational areas. Nineteen percent indicated finance is 
the most important issue. Curriculum and instruction and 
management and supervision of a school were seen as the most 
important issue by only nine percent of the respondents 
respectively. Personnel management was seen as most important 
by the smallest percent of respondents; and only four percent 
of the respondents identified it as the most important issue 
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for involvement in decision-making. 
2. Involvement preference 
As previously stated, involvement in decision-making in 
student affairs was the most important area of involvement in 
decision-making for forty-eight percent of the respondents. 
Involvement in management and supervision of schools was the 
next important area at nineteen percent. Curriculum and 
instruction was most important for seventeen percent of 
respondents; financial management was most important for nine 
percent; and personnel management was the last important area 
but identified by five percent of the respondents as most 
important area to be involved in decision-making. 
3. Decision-making competence 
The data presented in Table 8 shows that forty percent of 
the respondents identified students affairs as the area in 
which they feel most competent to be involved in decision­
making. Management and supervision of school were the areas 
in which twenty-two percent of the respondents felt competent. 
Curriculum and instruction was identified by fifteen percent 
as the area in which they feel most competent. Eleven percent 
feel most competent in financial management. Personnel 
management was identified by the smallest percent of 
respondents (4%) as the area in which they feel most competent 
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to participate in decision-making. 
4. Participate and serve 
The data presented in Table 8 shows that student affairs 
was the area most respondents feel competent to participate in 
decision-making as forty-three percent of the respondents 
preferred to participate in the educational decision-making 
processes and to serve on the committee for student affairs. 
Twenty-three percent of the respondents were willing to be 
involved in the management and supervision of schools. 
Seventeen percent were willing to be involved in curriculum 
and instruction, and ten percent of the respondents were 
Table 8. Most important educational areas for involvement and 
areas that constituent groups feel most competent to be 
involved in decision-making 
FACTORS/ Fina- Per- Cur.& Stud. Manag. Don't Row 
GROUPS nee sonnel Inst. affa. superv know Total 
Xbe most important issue for public involvement: 
Director 4 1 1 10 2 - 18 
Staff 7 1 1 28 4 - 41 
Principal 26 4 3 37 10 - 80 
Teacher 16 2 13 58 7 1 97 
Parent 13 2 4 45 2 1 67 
Members 6 4 12 42 7 2 73 
Total 71 14 34 220 32 4 376 
(%) (19) (4) (9) (59) (9) (1) (100) 
Table 8. (continued) 
68 
FACTORS/ Fina- Per- Cur.S Stud. Manag. Don't Row 
GROUPS nee sonnel Inst. affa. superv know Total 
I would like to be involved in decision-making on: 
Director 3 1 1 5 8 _ 18 
Staff 5 2 10 14 9 1 41 
Principal 11 8 9 23 29 - 80 
Teacher 6 2 22 55 12 - 97 
Parent 7 2 9 38 6 5 67 
Members 3 4 13 44 8 1 73 
Total 35 19 64 179 72 7 376 
(%) (9) (5) (17) (48) (19) (2) (100) 
I feel competent to be involved in decision-making: 
Director 4 2 2 1 9 - 18 
Staff 9 4 3 13 12 - 41 
Principal 13 6 8 20 31 2 80 
Teacher 3 2 33 44 10 5 97 
Parent 6 - 4 36 10 11 67 
Members 6 2 6 38 12 9 73 
Total 41 16 56 152 84 27 376 
(%) (11) (4) (15) (40) (22) (7) (100) 
If asked, I would like to participate in the educational decision-making 
process and would be willing to serve on the committee for: 
Director 4 1 1 - 12 - 18 
Staff 5 2 7 13 14 - 41 
Principal 10 7 12 22 29 - 80 
Teacher 2 2 29 43 18 3 97 
Parent 10 2 5 41 5 4 67 
Members 5 3 8 43 10 4 73 
Total 36 17 62 162 88 11 376 
(%) (10) (5) (17) (43) (23) (3) (100) 
willing to be involved in the decision-making process related 
to personnel management. Only five percent of the respondents 
wanted to be involved in financial management. 
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Research Question Five 
To what extent do constituent groups want to be involved 
and share in specific areas of decision-making? 
Sixteen statements were designed to examine the relative 
strength of preference for participation in specific aspects 
of the five educational areas respondents would like to share 
the decision-making for local schools. The five areas were: 
personnel affairs, financial management, curriculum and 
instruction, student affairs, and management and supervision 
of schools. A six-point scale was provided: 1 (no opinion), 
2 (very little extent), 3 (little extent), 4 (some extent), 5 
(great extent), to 6 (very great extent). Since the six-
point scale offered the respondents the opportunity to 
indicate "No opinion", "No opinion" was deleted in the 
scoring, thus converting to a five-point scale, consistent 
with the 5-point Likert scale used in the other statements. 
To determine the reactive strength of respondents' desire 
to share in the decision-making, 0.5 was chosen as the break 
point on each point of the Likert scale, therefore: 
1.00-1.50 very little extent 
1.51-2.50 little extent 
2.51-3.50 some extent 
3.51-4.50 great extent 
4.51+ very great extent 
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1. Personnel management 
Respondents were asked to what extent they would share in 
decision-making in three areas of personnel management: (l) 
selection and assignment of faculty and staff; (2) staff 
appraisal and promotion; and (3) in-service training and 
professional development. The data presented in Table 9 shows 
that the respondents would share decision-making in personnel 
management to some extent (3.18). Directors (3.65) and 
principals (3.61) would share the decision-making to a great 
extent. Community members (2.67) and parents (2.85) indicated 
a desire to share decision-making to some extent. 
2. Financial management 
Respondents were asked to what extent they preferred to 
share in the decision-making in the three areas of financial 
management: (1) fund raising to support school's extra needs; 
(2) school budget planning; and (3) financial management. The 
data presented in Table 9 shows that respondents indicated 
that they would like to share decision-making in financial 
management to some extent (3.50). While all the six groups 
indicated that they would like to share in decision-making to 
some extent, directors (3.41) and principals (3.17) indicated 
they would like to share in the decision-making in financial 
management to a greater extent than did staff (2.90), parents 
(2.73), community members (2.57) and teachers (2.62). 
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3. Curriculum and instruction activities 
Respondents were asked to what extent they preferred to 
share the decision-making in three areas of curriculum and 
instruction: (1) determining curriculum content and choosing; 
(2) materials, resources, and equipment for the instruction; 
and (3) assessment and evaluation of student achievement. The 
data presented in Table 9 shows that the respondent indicated 
that they preferred to share in the decision-making in 
curriculum and instruction to some extent (3.50). While all 
the six groups indicated that they preferred to share in the 
decision-making to some extent, principals (3.95), staff 
(3.75), directors (3.74) and teachers (3.65) preferred to 
share in the decision-making in curriculum and instruction to 
a great extent. Community members (2.91) and parents (3.09), 
however, indicated that they preferred to share the decision­
making to some extent. 
4. Student affairs 
Respondents were asked to what extent they preferred to 
share the decision-making in four areas of student affairs: 
(1) student guidance; (2) development and coordination of the 
extracurricular program; (3) student behavior and conduct; and 
(4) policy and procedures for students' rights and safety. 
The data presented in Table 9 shows that the respondents 
indicated that they preferred to share the decision-making in 
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student affairs to great extent (3.90). Principals (4.17), 
directors (3.97), staff of bureau (3.96) and teachers (3.93) 
indicated a stronger desire to share in the decision-making 
than did community members (3.72) and parents (3.70). 
Table 9. To what extent constituent groups like to share 
decision-making in educational areas 
FACTORS/GROUPS Count Mean SD 
Personnel Activities 
Directors 18 3.65 .72 
staff 40 3.47 .86 
Principals 78 3.61 .80 
Teachers 95 3.20 .90 
Parents 62 2.85 .80 
Members 66 2.67 .94 
Total 359 3.18 .92 
Financial management 
Directors 17 3.41 .78 
Staff 39 2.90 1.12 
Principals 77 3.17 .90 
Teachers 88 2.62 .87 
Parents 58 2.73 ,83 
Members 61 2.57 .78 
Total 340 2.83 ,91 
Curriculum and instruction 
Directors 18 3.74 .65 
Staff 40 3.75 .82 
Principals 78 3.95 ,76 
Teachers 97 3,65 ,89 
Parents 61 3.09 .93 
Members 67 2.91 ,93 
Total 361 3.50 ,94 
Table 9. (continued) 
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FACTORS/GROUPS Count Mean SD 
Student affairs 
Directors 18 3.97 .67 
staff 40 3.96 .84 
Principals 78 4.17 .56 
Teachers 97 3.93 .68 
Parents 65 3.70 .87 
Members 70 3.72 .77 
Total 368 3.90 .75 
Management and supervision of schools 
Directors 18 4.28 .50 
Staff 39 4.06 .78 
Principals . 78 4.22 .70 
Teachers 95 3.54 1.02 
Parents 65 3.45 .96 
Members 69 3.26 .85 
Total 364 3.71 .94 
5-point scale: 1. Very little extent 2. Little extent 3. Some extent 
4. Great extent 5. Very great extent 
5. Management and supervision of schools 
Respondents were asked to what extent they preferred to 
share the decision-making in three areas of management and 
supervision: (1) improvement of school facilities and school 
operation; (2) school-community relationship; and (3) school 
development and innovation. The data presented in Table 9 
shows that the respondents preferred to share in the decision­
making in management and supervision to great extent (3.71). 
Directors (4.28), principals (4.22), principals (4.22), and 
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staff (4.06) indicated great extent to which they would like 
to share in the decision-making in this area. However, 
community members (3.26) and parents (3.45) would like to 
share the decision-making in this area to some extent. 
Research Question Six 
To what degree do the constituent groups differ in their 
desire to be involved in decision-making in finance, 
personnel, curriculum and instruction, student affairs, school 
supervision and management? 
This question was designed to determine if constituent 
groups had specific preference in the specific area in which 
they want to participate in educational decision-making. 
The ANOVA was used to determine the differences in the 
preference of constituent groups for each of the five 
educational areas; the Scheffe multiple comparison was used to 
identify differences between specific groups. Following are 
the results of the ANOVA and the Scheffe for the five areas. 
Area 1: Personnel activities 
Table 10 shows the differences between and within groups 
and the F ratio representing difference between groups 
preference to participate in personnel management. The F 
ratio (12.43) was significant at .01 level, indicating that 
there were significant differences between groups. 
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Table 10. Analysis of variance of willingness to participate 
in the decision-making of personnel management 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 5 45.65 9.13 12.43 .01 
Within Groups 353 259.35 .73 
Total 358 305.00 
Table 11 shows the results of the Sheffe multiple 
comparison. Community members were significantly different 
from directors, principals, staff of bureau, and teachers; 
they indicated less interest in sharing the decision-making 
related to personnel management. Significant differences also 
existed between parents and staff, principals, and directors; 
parents indicated less desire to share in decision-making 
related to personnel management than the other groups. 
Table 11. Groups differences in desires to share the 
decision-making of Personnel management. 
Mean Group Community Parents Teachers Staff Principals Directors. 
2.67 Community 
2.85 Parents 
3.20 Teachers * 
3.47 Staff * * 
3.60 Principals • * 
3.65 Directors * * 
(*) Pairs of groups significantly different at the 0.05 level. 
5-point scale: 1. Very little extent 2. Little extent 
3. Some extent 4. Great extent 
5. Very great extent 
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Area 2: Financial management 
The data presented in Table 12 shows that there were 
significant differences between groups in terms of the extent 
to which constituent groups wanted to participate in the 
decision-making process in financial management. The F ratio 
(5.96) was significant at .01 level, indicating that there 
were differences between groups. 
Table 12. Analysis of variance of desires to share the 
decision-making of finance 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 5 23.18 4.64 5.96 .01 
Within Groups 334 259.82 .78 
Total 339 283.00 
Table 13 shows the results of the Sheffe multiple 
comparison test. It reveals that there were significant 
differences in the community members' and parents' desire to 
be involved in the decision-making in financial management and 
how other groups wanted to participate in decision-making. 
Significant differences existed between community members and 
directors, and principals; community members indicated less 
desire to be involved in the decision-making of financial 
management than did directors and principals. Significant 
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differences also existed between teachers and principals, and 
directors; and teachers were less willing to be involved in 
the decision-making of financial management than principals 
and directors. 
Table 13. Groups differences in desires to share the 
decision-making of finance 
Group Conmunity Teachers Parents Staff Principals Directors Mean 
2.57 Community 
2.62 Teachers 
2.74 Parents 
2,90 Staff 
3.17 Principals 
3.41 Directors 
* * 
* * 
(*) Pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 
5-point scale; 1. Very little extent 2. Little extent 
3. Some extent 4. Great extent 
5. Very great extent 
Area 3: Curriculum and instruction 
The data presented in Table 14 shows that there were 
significant differences between groups in terms of the extent 
to which the constituent groups would like to participate in 
the decision-making process in curriculum and instruction. 
The F ratio (14.81) was significant at .01 level. 
Table 15 shows the result of the Sheffe multiple 
comparison. Community members indicated significantly less 
desire to be involved in the decision-making related to 
curriculum and instruction than did teachers, directors, 
staff, or principals. Parents were less willing to be 
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Table 14. Analysis of variance of desires to share the 
decision-making of curriculum and instruction 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 5 55.01 11.00 14.81 .01 
Within Groups 355 263.68 .74 
Total 360 318.69 
Table 15. Groups differences in desires to share the 
decision-making of curriculum and instruction 
Mean Group Community Parents Teachers Directors staff Principals 
2.91 Community 
3.09 Parents 
3.65 Teachers * * 
3.74 Directors "k 
3.75 staff • * 
3.95 Principals ic * 
(*) Pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 
5-point scale: 1. Very little extent 2. Little extent 
3. Some extent 4. Great extent 
5. Very great extent 
involved in decision-making related to curriculum and 
instruction than did teachers, staff, and principals. 
Area 4; Student affairs 
The data in Table 16 shows that there were significant 
differences between constituent groups in their desire to 
participate in the decision-making process in student affairs. 
The F ratio (4.10) was significant at .01 level. 
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Table 16. Analysis of variance of desires to share the 
decision-making of student affairs 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prcb. 
Between Groups 5 10.97 2.19 4.10 .01 
Within Groups 362 193.67 .54 
Total 367 204.64 
Table 17 shows the results of the Sheffe multiple 
comparison test. Principals indicated a significantly 
stronger desire to participate in student affairs than parents 
or community members did. 
Table 17. Constituent groups differences in desires to share 
the decision-making of student affairs 
Mean Group Parents Community Teachers staff Directors Principals 
3.70 Parents 
3.73 Community 
3.93 Teachers 
3.96 staff 
3.97 Directors 
4.17 Principals * * 
(*) Pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 
5-point scale: 1. Very little extent 2. Little extent 
3. Some extent 4. Great extent 
5. Very great extent 
Area 5: Management and supervision of schools 
The data presented in Table 18 shows that there were 
significant differences between constituent groups in terms of 
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the extent to which they would like to participate in the 
management and supervision of schools. The F ratio (13.64) 
was significant at .01 level. 
Table 18. Analysis of variance of desires to share the 
decision-making of management and supervision of schools. 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 5 51.59 10.32 13.64 .01 
Within Groups 358 270.73 .76 
Total 363 322.33 
Table 19. Groups differences in desires to share the 
decision-making of management and supervision of schools 
Mean Group Community Parents Teachers Staff Principals Directors 
3.26 Community 
3.45 Parents 
3.54 Teachers 
4.06 Staff * * 
4.22 Principals * * * 
4.28 Directors * * 
(*) Pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 
5-point scale: 1. Very little extent 2. Little extent 
3. Some extent 4. Great extent 
5. Very great extent 
Table 19 shows the results of the Sheffe multiple 
comparison. Community members and parents would like to be 
significantly less involved in decision-making in management 
and supervision of schools than would staff, principals, or 
directors. Teachers wished to be less involved in management 
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and supervision than did principals. 
Research Question Seven 
To what degree are demographic factors, such as district 
type, gender, age, and social-economic status related to the 
constituent groups' desires to be involved in the decision­
making processes in the local educational systems in Taiwan? 
Question seven was designed to identify the extent to 
which constituent groups' desire to be involved in educational 
decision-making were related to socio-economic status, age, 
educational background, gender, and district type. The ANOVA 
was used to determine the differences of constituent groups 
for each of the demographic factors. The Scheffe multiple 
comparison test was used to identify differences between 
specific groups. Following are the results of the ANOVA and 
the Scheffe for the five demographic factors. 
To determine the extent to which demographic factors are 
related to the extent the respondents would like to be 
involved in decision-making, the means for the 16 specific 
items representing the five educational areas were aggregated. 
Table 20 (pp. 82-83) shows the aggregate means representing 
the extent to which the respondents would like to be involved 
in the decision-making of local schools by age, highest 
education received, gender, family monthly income, and 
district type. 
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Table 20. Demographic factors and desires to be involved in 
decision-making process in local education system 
FACTORS/GROUPS Count Mean SD 
Age 
Under 31 41 3.22 .81 
31-40 91 3.30 .76 
41-50 117 3.34 .79 
51-60 92 3.45 ,76 
61 or over 21 3.12 .97 
Total 362 3.33 .79 
Highest education received 
Middle School 18 3.02 .81 
High School 54 2.82 .79 
Bachelor 251 3.41 .74 
Master or Doctor 45 3.65 .74 
Total 368 3.34 .78 
Gender 
Male 240 3.39 .78 
Female 119 3.22 .78 
Total 359 3.33 .78 
Family monthly income 
Below NTS30,000 32 3.18 .77 
NT$30,000-NT$49,999 98 3.23 .79 
NT$50,000-NT$69,999 109 3.39 .74 
NT$70,000-NT$99,999 92 3.43 .77 
Over NT$100,000 36 3.41 .90 
Total 367 3.34 .78 
District type 
City 92 3.23 .75 
Large county 91 3.28 .91 
Medium county 95 3.31 .78 
Small county 91 3.52 .65 
Total 369 3.34 .78 
5-point scale: 1. Very little extent 2. Little extent 3. Some extent 
4. Great extent 5. Very great extent 
Respondents between the age of 51 and 60 would like to 
participate in educational decision-making to a greater extent 
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(3.45) than respondents in any other age category. In the 
highest education received category, respondents who received 
master's or doctoral degrees indicated greater interest (3.65) 
in participating in the decision-making than other categories. 
Males (3.39) indicated a greater desire to participate than 
females (3.22). Respondents with a family monthly income 
between NT$70,000-99,000 showed a greater interest in 
participating in decision-making (3.43). Finally, respondents 
who live in small counties where the population is less than 
half a million indicated a greater desire to participate in 
educational decision-making (3.52) than respondents living in 
other districts. 
The following tables are the results of an analysis of 
variance for each of the five demographic factors. The 
Scheffe multiple comparison tests were used in order to 
identify significant statistical differences between specific 
groups. 
Table 21. Analysis of variance by age factor and desire to 
participate in decision-making 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 4 2. 79 .70 1.12 .35 
Within Groups 357 221. 51 .62 
Total 361 224. 30 
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1. Age 
The data presented in Table 21 shows that the analysis of 
variances of means F ratio was .63. No significant difference 
existed between specific groups at the .05 level of 
significance.1 
2. Educational background 
The data presented in Table 22 shows the analysis of 
variance of means. As the results in the table shown, F 
probability at .01, indicated that there were significant 
differences between the constituent groups relative to 
educational background. 
Table 22. Analysis of variance of educational background and 
desire to share the decision-making 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between groups 3 21. 88 7.29 13.03 .01 
Within Groups 364 203. 72 .56 
Total 367 225. 60 
The data presented in Table 23 shows that the respondents 
who only graduated from high school were significantly less 
likely inclined to participate in decision-making than those 
who received a bachelor's, master's, or doctoral degree. 
Those with only a middle school education were significantly 
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Table 23. Groups differences of desires to share the 
decision-making by educational background 
Mean Group High School Middle School Bachelor Master/Doctoral 
2.82 High School 
3.02 Middle School 
3.41 Bachelor * 
3.65 Master or Doctoral * * 
(*) Pairs of groups significantly different at the 0.05 level. 
5-point scale: 1. Very little extent 2. Little extent 
3. Some extent 4. Great extent 
5. Very great extent 
less inclined to participate in decision-making than those 
with a master's or doctoral degree. 
4. Gender 
The data presented in Table 24 shows the analysis of 
variance of means for gender and the desire to participate in 
educational decision-making. The F probability was .54. 
There was no significant difference between males and females 
with regard to the extent to which they would like to 
participate in the decision-making processes. 
5. Monthly family income 
The data presented in Table 25 shows the analysis of 
variance of means for the extent to which the respondents 
would like to participate in decision-making by family monthly 
income factor. The F probability was .32. There was no 
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significant differences in preference by income categories. 
6. District type 
The data presented in Table 26 shows the analysis of 
variance of means of respondents for the district type where 
the respondents live. The F probability was .06. Thus, there 
were no significant differences in the preferences of 
respondents by the district in which they lived. 
Table 24. Analysis of variance by gender factor and extent to 
participate in decision-making 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 1 2,28 2.28 3.74 ,0539 
Within Groups 357 217.30 .61 
Total 358 219.57 
Table 25. Analysis of variance by family monthly income and 
desire to participate in decision-making 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 4 3.25 .81 1.34 .26 
Within Groups 362 219.59 .61 
Total 366 222.84 
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Table 26. Analysis of variance by factor of district type and 
desire to participate in decision-making 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 3 4. 56 1.52 2.51 .06 
Within Groups 365 221. 25 .61 
Total 368 225. 81 
Research Question Eight 
Who should be responsible for specific educational 
decision-making in the five areas, such as personnel, finance, 
curriculum, and student affairs; to what extent do the 
respondents perceive the responsibility of the specific 
educational decision-making process belongs to government 
agencies, citizen groups, and school-level administrators? 
Research Question Eight was designed to investigate the 
perception of the respondents as to who should be responsible 
for specific educational decision-making aspects in Taiwan 
educational systems, the extent to which decision-making 
should be shared and whom it should be shared with. 
Levels of responsibility were categorized into three 
categories: "not responsible", "share responsibility", and 
"major responsibility". The respondents were asked to 
indicate the responsibility for decision-making choosing among 
three groups: (1) government groups, such as Ministry of 
Education, Department of Education and Bureau of Education 
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which are now in charge of the educational management and 
supervision for the public schools in Taiwan; (2) citizen 
groups, which include the school boards, parent teacher 
Association; and (3) school-level administrators which include 
building principals and associates to principals. 
This question addressed five areas: (1) personnel 
activities, (2) financial management, (3) curriculum and 
instruction, (4) student affairs, and (5) management and 
supervision of schools. Each area included three or four 
specific aspects representing the real world of educational 
decision-making. 
Area 1; Personnel management 
The data presented in Table 27 shows that seventy-three 
percent of the respondents indicated that government agencies 
should have a major responsibility for personnel management in 
public schools; twenty-six percent indicated that government 
agencies should share responsibility; and only one percent of 
the respondents indicated that the government agencies should 
not be responsible. Selection and assignment of faculty and 
staff was the item that had the highest percent (78%) of the 
respondents indicating that government agencies should have a 
major responsibility. 
Sixty-two percent of the respondents indicated that 
citizen groups should share responsibility for personnel 
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management; twenty-four percent of the respondents indicated 
that citizen groups should not be responsible, and only 
fifteen percent indicated that citizen groups should take a 
major responsibility for personnel management. Selection and 
assignment of faculty and staff was the item that the 
respondents advocated should have shared responsibility. 
School-level administrators were considered to share 
responsibility of personnel activities by fifty percent of the 
respondents. Forty-six percent of the respondents indicated 
that school-level administrators should share responsibility, 
and only four percent of the respondents indicated that the 
administrators were not responsible. Fifty-five percent of 
the respondents indicated that in-service training and 
professional development should be the major responsibility of 
school-level administrators. 
In summary, government agencies were perceived as the 
group that should have a major responsibility for personnel 
management. Sixty-two percent of the respondents indicated 
that citizen groups should share responsibility of decision­
making in personnel management. Opinions split with regard to 
how much responsibility school-level administrators should 
have; fifty percent of the respondents indicated that school-
level administrators should share responsibility for personnel 
management; forty-six percent of the respondents indicated 
that they should take a major responsibility in this matter. 
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Area 2; Financial management 
The data presented in Table 27 shows that sixty-nine 
percent of the respondents indicated that government agencies 
should have a major responsibility for financial management; 
twenty-nine percent of the respondents indicated that 
government agencies should share responsibility, and only 
three percent indicated government agencies should not be 
responsible for financial management. Fund raising to support 
school's extra needs was the item that was indicated by the 
highest percentage of the respondents (84%) as the major 
responsibility of government agencies. 
About fifty-eight percent of the respondents indicated 
that citizen groups should share responsibility for financial 
management; twenty-four percent indicated that they should 
take a major responsibility, and only eighteen percent thought 
that citizen groups were not responsible. More than half of 
the respondents (51%) indicated that citizen groups should 
share the responsibility in the fund raising to support 
school's extra needs. 
School-level administrators were considered to have a 
major responsibility for financial management by forty-nine 
percent of the respondents, to share responsibility by forty-
two percent of the respondents, and not to be responsible by 
nine percent. 
In summary, more respondents indicated that government 
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agencies (69%) and school-level administrators (49%) should 
take a major responsibility for financial management than 
citizen groups (24%) ; more respondents indicated that citizen 
groups (58%) should share responsibility for financial 
management than other groups. 
Area 3: Curriculum and Instruction: 
The data presented in Table 27 indicate that eighty-one 
percent of the respondents advocated that the school-level 
administrators should have a major responsibility for 
curriculum and instruction. Seventeen percent of the 
respondents indicated that responsibility for curriculum and 
instruction should be shared by school-level administrators; 
only one percent thought that school-level administrators had 
no responsibility in this matter. Assessment and evaluation 
of student achievement were perceived as the major 
responsibility of school-level administrators by eighty-eight 
percent of the respondents; materials, resources, and 
equipment for the instruction were indicated by eighty-five 
percent as the major responsibility of the school-level 
administrators. 
Sixty-four percent of the respondents indicated that 
citizen groups should share responsibility; seventeen percent 
thought that they had a major responsibility, and only 
nineteen percent indicated that citizen groups were not 
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Table 27. Extent of responsibility on educational areas by 
government agencies, citizens groups and school-level 
administrator. 
Government Citizen School-level 
GROUPS Agencies Groups Administrator 
Extent of Not Shar Maj Not Shar Maj Not Shar Maj 
Response. Res • Res. Res. Res. Res. Res. Res. Res. Res. 
Personnel management 
Selection & 
Assignment 2 77 289 84 236 39 20 219 122 
(1) (21) (78) (23) (66) (11) (5) (61) (34) 
Appraisal & 
Promotion 4 126 233 86 212 61 6 169 188 
(1) (35) (64) (24) (59) (17) (2) (46) (52) 
Profession-
Development 4 79 280 92 204 60 13 150 199 
(1) (22) (77) (26) (57) (17) (4) (41) (55) 
Total 10 282 802 262 684 160 39 538 509 
(%) (1) (26) (73) (24) (62) (14) (4) (50) (46) 
Financial management 
Fund 
Raising 4 53 306 23 219 118 57 217 88 
(1) (15) (84) (6) (61) (33) (16) (60) (24) 
Budget 
Planning 7 92 263 82 208 69 29 152 181 
(2) (25) (73) (23) (58) (19) (8) (42) (50) 
Finance 
Management 17 168 176 91 201 67 17 62 263 
(5) (46) (49) (25) (56) (19) (5) (18) (77) 
Total 28 313 745 196 628 254 103 451 532 
(%) (3) (29) (69) (18) (58) (24) (24) (42) (9) 
Curriculum and instruction 
Curriculum 
content 6 137 223 69 227 64 6 91 264 
(2) (37) (61) (19) (63) (18) (2) (25) (73) 
Resources & 
equipment 18 192 155 61 240 61 2 52 311 
(5) (53) (42) (17) (66) (17) (1) (14) (85) 
Assessment 
& Achieve­ 22 239 102 78 223 63 2 41 321 
ment (6) (66) (28) (22) (61) (17) (1) (11) (88) 
Total 46 568 480 208 690 188 10 184 896 
(%) (4) (52) (44) (19) (64) (17) (1) (17) (81) 
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Table 27. (continued) 
Government Citizen School-level 
GROUPS Agencies Groups Administrator 
Extent of Not Shar Maj Not Shar Maj Not Shar Maj 
Response. Res . Res. Res. Res . Res. Res. Res. Res. Res. 
Student Affairs 
Student 
Guidance 21 228 114 24 238 103 2 36 326 
(6) (63) (31) (7) (65) (28) (1) (10) (89) 
Develop 
Extracurri. 18 242 102 19 228 119 4 52 309 
(5) (67) (28) (5) (62) (33) (1) (14) (85) 
Behavior & 
Conduct 33 233 96 21 227 117 2 34 328 
(9) (64) (27) (6) (62) (32) (1) (9) (90) 
Students' 10 203 149 11 217 137 2 36 328 
Rights (3) (56) (41) (3) (59) (38) (1) (10) (89) 
Total 82 906 461 75 910 476 10 158 1291 
(%) (6) (63) (32) (5) (62) (33) (1) (11) (88) 
Management and supervision of schools 
School 
Operation 7 178 177 22 251 90 1 35 328 
(2) (49) (49) (6) (69) (25) (1) (9) (90) 
Sch. Commu­
nity Rel. 38 243 81 5 132 226 4 66 294 
(11) (67) (22) (2) (36) (62) (1) (18) (81) 
Development 
Innovation 10 182 171 21 209 132 3 33 329 
(3) (50) (47) (6) (58) (36) (1) (9) (90) 
Total 55 603 429 48 592 488 8 134 951 
(%) (5) (55) (39) (4) (54) (41) (1) (12) (87) 
responsible. Materials, resources, and equipment for the 
instruction were perceived by sixty-six percent of the 
respondents as the item that citizen groups should share 
responsibility for. 
About fifty-two percent of the respondents thought that 
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government agencies should share responsibility for curriculum 
and instruction; forty-four percent indicated that they should 
have a major responsibility; and, only four percent thought 
that government agencies were not responsible. 
In summary, school-level administrators were considered 
as the group that should have a major responsibility for 
curriculum and instruction. Citizen groups and government 
agencies were both perceived as the groups that should share 
responsibility in this area. 
Area 4; Student affairs 
The data presented in Table 27 show that eighty-nine 
percent of the respondents indicated that school-level 
administrators should take a major responsibility for student 
affairs; eleven percent indicated that they should share 
responsibility and only one percent indicated that school-
level administrators were not responsible. The majority of 
the respondents (90%) indicated that school-level 
administrators should have a major responsibility for student 
behavior and conduct. 
Sixty-three percent of the respondents indicated that 
government agencies should share responsibility in the 
decision-making of students affairs; thirty-two percent 
indicated that they should have a major responsibility; and 
only six percent indicated that government agencies were not 
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responsible. 
Citizen groups were considered to share responsibility by 
sixty-two percent of the respondents; thirty-three percent of 
the respondents indicated that citizen groups should have a 
major responsibility; and, only five percent indicated that 
citizen groups were not responsible. 
In summary, a very high percentage of the respondents 
indicated that major responsibility should be taken by school-
level administrators; and more than sixty percent of the 
respondents indicated that government agencies and citizen 
groups should share the responsibility of the decision-making 
of student affairs. 
Area 5: Management and supervision of schools 
The data presented in Table 27 show that the decision­
making of management and supervision of schools should be the 
major responsibility of school-level administrators; and, 
eighty-seven percent of the respondents showed this 
perception. Twelve percent indicated that school-level 
administrators should share responsibility, and only one 
percent indicated that they were not responsible. Improvement 
of school facilities and school operation was perceived by 
ninety percent of the respondents to be the major 
responsibility of school-level administrators. 
Fifty-five percent of the respondents indicated that 
96 
government agencies should share the responsibility of 
decision-making in management and supervision of schools; 
thirty-nine percent thought that they should have a major 
responsibility, and only five percent indicated that the 
government agencies were not responsible. 
Fifty-four percent of the respondents indicated citizen 
groups should share the responsibility of decision-making in 
management and supervision of schools; forty-two percent 
indicated that they should have a major responsibility, and 
only four percent thought that citizen groups were not 
responsible. 
In summary, school-level administrators were perceived 
to have major responsibility in the decision-making processes; 
government agencies and citizen groups both were perceived as 
the groups to share the responsibility in the decision-making 
of management and supervision of schools. 
Summary of Findings 
The major findings of this study were related to six 
elements important to those who will formulate policy in 
Taiwan: 1) perceptions of the educational bureau; 2) public 
involvement in decision-making processes; 3) areas for 
constituent group involvement; 4) desire to be involved; 5) 
demographic factors; and 6) responsibility for decision­
making. Following is a summary of the findings; 
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Part One; Perception of the Bureau 
1. Respondents tended to see the bureau as an effective 
decision-making agency. Community members and parents, 
however, were less positive about the bureau' effectiveness 
than staff, principals and directors. 
2. Most respondents did not believe that the bureau has 
excessive control over decision-making. Parents, however, 
tended to think that the bureau has excessive control over 
decision-making while teachers were neutral about this. 
3. Respondents thought that the bureau's decision-making is 
influenced by political forces. Directors and staff were more 
inclined to indicate that than other groups. Parents were the 
least positive about the bureau's effectiveness. 
4. The respondents tended to agree that decision-making of 
the local bureau is dominated by county/city government. 
Community members and parents, however, appeared less aware of 
this than the other groups. 
5. Most respondents did not believe that they have adequate 
means to participate in decision-making. Directors and 
community members were least positive about this. 
6. Most respondents tended to see the bureau as somewhat 
effective in responding to social changes. Community members, 
parents and directors, however, were less inclined toward this 
view than principals, staff, and teachers. 
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Part Two; Public Involvement in Decision-making 
1. Most respondents did not see decision-making as the sole 
responsibility of government agencies or top administrators. 
Directors and principals were most likely to indicate that 
decision-making should not be the sole responsibility of 
government agencies. 
2. Respondents were in strong agreement that more educational 
involvement is desirable; only one percent disagreed. Staff 
and directors were in agreement but were less concerned about 
this issue than the other groups. 
3. Most respondents agreed that public opinion should be part 
of decision-making. Only four percent disagreed that public 
opinion should be taken into consideration. 
4. Most respondents indicated that public involvement is 
beneficial to local school systems. Principals, parents and 
community members supported this more strongly than directors 
and staff. 
5. Respondents disagreed that policy should be developed only 
by top administrators. Staff, teachers, and parents were more 
in disagreement than principals and directors. 
6. Most respondents indicated a commitment to participating 
in educational decision-making. Community members, parents 
and teachers, however, were less committed to participating in 
the decision-making. 
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Part Three; Areas for Constituent Group Involvement 
1. Fifty-nine percent of the respondents indicated that 
student affairs is the most important area they wished to be 
involved in decision-making. Financial management was second 
(19%). Not many respondents supported personnel management, 
curriculum and instruction or management and supervision of 
school as a most important area for involvement. 
2. Nearly two-thirds of the community members and more than 
half of the parents, and teachers indicated that they would 
like to be involved in decision-making in student affairs. 
Principals indicated that they would like to be more involved 
in financial management. 
3. Forty percent of the respondents indicated that they are 
competent to be involved in the decision-making in student 
affairs; over fifty percent of the parents, community members 
and teachers feel competent to participate in decision-making 
in student affairs. Only one director indicated that he or 
she feels competent to participate in student affairs. In 
terms of curriculum and instruction, more teachers (34%) feel 
competent in the decision-making in this area than do other 
constituent groups. In management and supervision of school, 
about half of the directors (50%), less than a third of staff 
(29.3%), and more than a third of principals (38.8%) feel 
competent in the decision-making in this area. No parents 
indicated that they are competent in personnel management; 
100 
only two percent of the teachers and three percent of the 
community members feel competent to participate in decision­
making of personnel management. In financial management, 
twenty two percent of staff and directors, and sixteen percent 
of principals feel competent to be involved in financial 
management. 
Part Four: Desires to be Involved in Educational Decision­
making 
The significant differences between constituent groups' 
desires to be involved in decision-making in the five 
educational areas were compared. Community members were less 
committed to participating in decision-making than were 
principals, staff and directors. 
Part Five; Demographic Factors 
1. The results of the survey show that demographic factors 
such as age, gender, family monthly income, and district type 
are not significantly different between categories within each 
factor, which means that in none of the demographic factors 
mentioned, did the respondents show a significantly 
greater/lesser extent to be involved in decision-making. 
2. Educational background is the only demographic factor that 
influenced the constituent groups' desires to be involved in 
the educational decision-making process. The results show 
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that the higher education the respondent received, the greater 
the extent to which he/she would like to be involved in 
decision-making. Parents and community members were less well 
educated than directors, staff, principals and teachers; it is 
natural that parents and community members would likely have 
less desire to be involved in the decision-making processes. 
Part Six; Responsibility for decision-making 
1. More respondents indicated that government agencies should 
have a major responsibility for personnel management and 
financial management while school-level administrators should 
have a major responsibility for curriculum and instruction, 
student affairs and management and supervision of schools. 
2. More than fifty percent of the respondents indicated that 
citizen groups should have a shared responsibility in all of 
these educational areas. None of the areas were perceived to 
be the sole responsibility of either government agencies, 
school level administrators, or citizen groups. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The first four chapters of this study consist of the 
introduction to the study, the literature review, a 
description of the methodology and procedures, and an analysis 
of the data and the findings of the study. The purpose of 
this chapter is to summarize the study, draw conclusions based 
on the findings and present recommendations based on findings 
and conclusions. 
Summary of Study 
This study was designed to examine the perceptions of six 
constituent groups in Taiwan's K-9 educational system. These 
included directors of the educational bureau, central office 
staff, K-9 principals, K-9 teachers, K-9 parents, and 
community members. The study was intended to examine the 
extent to which six constituent groups* want to be involved in 
educational decision-making and their views as to whom should 
be responsible for decision-making in specific educational 
areas. The study provides information relative to the 
involvement of educators and citizens in the educational 
decision-making processes for Taiwan's public school system. 
The findings will be used to assist the Taiwan government in 
its effort to reform public school education in Taiwan. 
A survey was administered to a sample representing the 
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six constituent groups. The sample consists of 376 
respondents from the 409 who were mailed questionnaires, a 
response rate of 92%. Data collection began on March 23, 
1992, and included a follow-up letter. 
Problem Statements 
Eight research questions were formulated to; (1) examine 
the need for change within the current decision-making process 
used in the public school system of Taiwan, and (2) to 
determine the degree of six constituent groups' perceptions of 
the need for increased participation in educational decision­
making in Taiwan. 
The study specifically set out to provide answers tc the 
following eight questions: 
1. To what degree do the six constituent groups (directors of 
county/city education, staff of central office, principals, 
teachers, parents and community members) perceive the need for 
change in public involvement in the educational decision­
making process in Taiwan public schools? 
2. To what degree do the six constituent groups want to be 
involved in the decision-making process related to 
administering the local public schools? 
3. To what degree do the six constituent groups differ in 
their desire to participate in the decision-making process? 
4. What are the educational areas (finance, personnel. 
104 
curriculum and instruction, student affairs, and school 
supervision and management) that constituent groups feel the 
most important, would like to be involved and feel most 
competent in the decision-making process? 
5. To what extent do the six constituent groups want to be 
involved in specific areas of decision-making? 
6. To what degree do the six constituent groups differ in the 
desire to be involved in the decision-making process in the 
areas of finance, personnel, curriculum and instruction, 
student affairs, and school supervision and management? 
7. To what degree are demographic factors, such as district 
type, gender, age, and social-economical status related to the 
six constituent groups* preference for involvement in the 
decision-making processes in the local education systems in 
Taiwan? 
8. Who should be responsible for specific educational 
decision-making in personnel, finance, curriculum, and student 
affairs; to what extent do the respondents perceive the 
responsibility of the specific educational decision-making 
process belongs to government agencies, citizen groups, and 
school-level administrators? 
Discussion 
This section provides a discussion of the findings of the 
eight research questions. A summary and discussion of each of 
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the major findings and issues related to those findings 
follows. 
Perception of the Current Bureau 
Six statements about the current bureau were used to 
examine the need for change in public involvement in the 
educational decision-making process in Taiwan, ROC. 
Respondents were asked to indicate their agreement to 
statements that were related to the bureau's decision-making, 
using a 5-point Likert scale. A discussion of the findings 
for each statement that represents constituents' perceptions 
regarding educational decision-making follows. 
1. Effectiveness of the bureau 
Respondents see the bureau as relatively effective. It 
is interesting to note that community members and parents are 
less positive about the effectiveness of the bureau than are 
principals and staff of the central office. This is not 
surprising as principals and staff are more frequent 
participants in the development of policy; thus, they are more 
likely to report that the bureau's decision-making is 
effective. It may be that community members and parents, who 
do not participate in decision-making are less satisfied and 
thus see the decision-making as less effective. 
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2. Excessive control over decision-making 
Collectively, respondents do not feel that the bureau has 
excessive control over the decision-making. However, parents 
and teachers differ with the other constituent groups. It is 
not surprising that parents report the bureau has excessive 
control over decision-making; they apparently have less say 
than they would like. It appears that many teachers want more 
control over decision-making; at least one in three do. It 
also appears that these two groups want educational decision­
making to be more democratic so that their opinions can be 
taken into account. 
3. Political influence over decision-making 
Collectively, respondents indicate that educational 
decision-making is influenced by political forces. Directors 
and central staff of the bureau are more inclined to report 
the bureau is influenced by political forces than are the 
other groups. Directors and bureau central staff, as a result 
of their daily experiences, know when their decisions are 
influenced by political forces, while parents, community 
members and others may not be aware of the political forces at 
work in educational decision-making. The political forces may 
include magistrates and upper-level administrators, 
county/city council members, and local interest groups. This 
is unfortunate because educational policy influenced by 
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political forces may result in corruption and cause educators 
and others to lose confidence. It seems likely that it will 
also result in a loss of effectiveness and efficiency in 
public education in the province. It is important to 
establish proper means to have the public involved in 
decision-making and to minimize political interference in 
policy making. 
4. Domination of county/city government 
The respondents indicated the bureau's decision-making is 
dominated by county/city government. Directors and principals 
were more likely to report that school decision-making is 
dominated by county/city government. This is not surprising 
because directors and principals are practicing administrators 
who work daily with government agencies. Decision-making 
dominated by government will not serve the province well. It 
implies there is a need for more public involvement in 
decision-making. 
5. Adequate means to participate in decision-making 
The respondents reported that they do not have adequate 
means to participate in decision-making. It is surprising 
that directors were strongest in the belief that there are 
inadequate means for public involvement in decision-making. 
This is an important finding. It seems likely that directors 
have more knowledge of how much involvement is needed, thus 
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their dissatisfaction indicates the need to expand 
opportunities for public participation in decision-making. 
The directors may also feel they would like to know more about 
what the public wants when making decisions, and that public 
input will be helpful to the directors. They may be making 
decisions unaware of the perceptions and preferences of their 
public constituents. It is also evident from the findings 
that directors are likely to support the initiation of more 
means for public involvement. 
Community members also indicated that there are 
inadequate means for the public to be involved in educational 
decision-making. One might suspect that community members may 
not always be aware of the educational decision-making 
processes. They want to participate in decision-making but 
did not have adequate means for participation. 
6. Effectiveness in responding to social changes 
The respondents reported that the bureau is somewhat 
effective in responding to social changes. It is interesting 
to note that directors, parents and community members are not 
as inclined as central office staff and principals to see the 
bureau as effective in responding to social changes. Since 
directors are knowledgeable about the bureau's decision­
making, their view must be given great credence. Community 
members and parents have different educational needs yet their 
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needs are apparently not being met. Thus, they also were not 
as positive about the bureau's effectiveness in responding to 
social changes. This is an important finding. The bureau's 
current decision-making process may need to be modified to be 
more responsive to the needs of a changing society and to the 
parents and community members. 
Desire to be Involved in Decision-making 
This discussion addresses the perceptions of the 
respondents as to the extent to which they would like to be 
involved in decision-making in the Taiwan educational system. 
Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they 
desired to be involved in the decision-making processes. Six 
specific aspects were used to address public preference for 
participation in educational decision-making. 
1. Sole responsibility of government 
The data revealed that constituent groups do not believe 
that decision-making should be the sole responsibility of the 
government, implying that decision-making requires public 
involvement. It is surprising that, of the six constituent 
groups, the directors of the bureau were most convinced that 
decision-making should not be the sole responsibility of 
government agencies. Perhaps the directors of the bureau 
believe that government agencies have been unable to ascertain 
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the needs of parents, community members and students; 
therefore, government agency decisions do not adequately 
address the needs of the public. All the other constituent 
groups agreed that decision-making should not be the sole 
responsibility of the government, with the central staff being 
least convinced. 
The implications of this finding are clear; since the 
constituent groups do not believe that decision-making should 
be the sole responsibility of government, new approaches will 
probably be met with enthusiasm. 
2. The public should be more involved in decision-making 
The six constituent groups believe that the public should 
be more involved in educational decision-making. Educational 
professionals are eager to participate, whereas non-
educational professionals such as community members and 
parents are not as willing to participate. This is an 
important indicator of public support for more input in public 
schools' decision-making. This study indicates that 
professional status is a major factor influencing constituent 
group members* desire to be involved in decision-making. 
Community members and parents indicate a greater desire to be 
involved in the educational decision-making than did the 
directors and staff of central office. There may be three 
reasons for this. First, directors and staff may be contented 
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with their current decision-making process and see it as their 
responsibility. Second, educational decision-making is 
usually made by government agencies or top administrators. 
Third, community members and parents are concerned about 
schools and do believe that the public should participate more 
in educational decision-making. Therefore, creating more 
opportunities for the public to be more involved in decision­
making is necessary. It is also important for the public to 
become more knowledgeable and informed about educational 
affairs for the public. 
3. Public opinions should be a part of decision-making 
Each of the constituent groups indicated that public 
opinion should be taken into account in educational decision­
making processes. Only four percent of the respondents did 
not believe that public opinion should be a factor in 
decision-making, while eighty-nine percent agreed it should be 
considered. It is clear that constituent groups want their 
opinions to be included in the decision-making process. There 
may be several reasons for this. First, schools provide a 
unique environment to foster human culture and reshape the 
wisdom of people. Second, learning content, curriculum, 
finance and other areas are in the public domain and thus are 
subject to public opinion. Third, community members and 
others around the world are beginning to see education as 
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their concern and want their opinions to be decisive elements 
in decision-making. The need to increase the means for public 
involvement and consider public opinion seems evident. 
4. Public involvement is beneficial to the local school 
system 
The data reveal that each of the responding groups 
believes that public involvement in educational decision­
making will benefit local schools. The majority of the 
respondents support greater public involvement in educational 
decision-making, while only six percent did not believe that 
public involvement would be beneficial to schools. It is 
especially important that building principals are very 
supportive of public involvement. Because building principals 
are the major players in decision-making, they tend to see, on 
a daily basis, what is beneficial to schools and what is not. 
Once again, it appears that initiation of an approach that 
promotes more public involvement in educational decision­
making will be strongly supported. 
5. Policy is developed only by top administrators 
The findings related to this issue are very interesting. 
Almost all the respondents indicated that educational policy 
should not be developed only by top administrators. The 
majority of the respondents disagreed that policy should be 
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developed only by top administrators while only seven percent 
agreed. It is not surprising that parents, teachers and staff 
of central offices are most adamant that policy should not be 
developed by only the top administrators. They apparently 
hope that educational decision-making should include the 
opinions of others concerned about education who have much to 
offer to those making decisions. These findings also affirm 
that the public wants policy to be developed by educational 
groups as well as non-educational groups. 
Commitment to Participation in Decision-making 
Collectively, the constituent groups indicated that they 
would commit to participating in educational decision-making 
if asked. The majority of respondents report a great 
willingness to participate, while only two percent of the 
respondents indicated they do not wish to participate in 
educational decision-making. None of the community members or 
parents indicated that they were not willing to participate in 
educational decision-making. It was somewhat surprising that 
one percent of the staff and three percent of the teachers 
reported they would not commit to participating in 
decision-making. Apparently some teachers and staff are 
satisfied with their routine work and may feel overloaded. 
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Differences among Groups in their Desire to Participate in 
Decision-making 
It is interesting to note that the constituent groups 
exhibited a rather positive commitment to involvement in 
decision-making. Educational professionals naturally show a 
great inclination whereas non-educational professionals such 
as community members and parents do not show as much a desire 
to participate in decision-making as do educational 
professionals. This is an important indication that 
opportunities for non-educational professionals to be involved 
in school decision-making may be insufficient. This finding 
also indicates that professional status is a major factor that 
influences willingness of individuals to be involved in 
decision-making. Community members and parents reported less 
desire to be involved in educational decision-making than the 
professional groups. There may be two reasons for this. 
First, non-educational professionals lack a strong knowledge 
in educational areas. Second, educational decision making is 
usually made by government agencies or top administrators. 
Thus, non-educational professionals are not as familiar with 
educational affairs. Therefore, creating more opportunities 
for the public to be involved in decision-making is necessary. 
It is important for the public to become more knowledgeable 
and informed about educational affairs which affect their 
local schools. 
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Areas for Involvement 
Respondents were asked to indicate the educational area 
in which they wish to be involved. These areas were student 
affairs, financial management, personnel management, 
curriculum and instruction, and supervision and management of 
schools. Following is a discussion of the responding group's 
preferences for involvement in each of the educational areas. 
1. The most important issue for public involvement 
The constituent groups' preferences for involvement in 
specific educational areas are not surprising. The 
constituent group, collectively, want to be more involved in 
student affairs. This is to be expected since student 
learning and what students' achievement is the cornerstone of 
the education system. The Chinese people have always regarded 
students, not administrative trivia, as the essence of 
schooling. The constituent groups affirmed that student 
affairs is the most important area of which they want to be 
involved in decision-making. Nineteen percent of the 
respondents believed that financial management is the next 
most important educational area for involvement. Finance is 
essential to support an effective education. Some taxpayers, 
parents, and community members, also believe this is an 
important area in which to be involved in decision-making. 
Nine percent of the respondents believed that curriculum and 
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instruction and the management and supervision of schools are 
the most important areas for involvement in decision-making, 
while only four percent believed personnel management is the 
most important area for involvement in decision-making. 
Perhaps the few respondents who see personnel management as 
the most important issue for public involvement may be because 
personnel management used to be seen as the major 
responsibility of government agencies in Taiwan and there has 
been in place an existing system to operate personnel affairs. 
2. Areas that respondents feel competent in and would like to 
be involved in decision-making 
The educational area in which respondents felt most 
competent and would like to be involved is also student 
affairs. Apparently, student affairs is the area in which the 
public is most familiar. 
The second area in which respondents felt most competent 
and willing to be involved is in the management and 
supervision of schools. Schools have always been seen as the 
center of spirit and culture in the community in Taiwan. 
Consequently, the respondents feel competent and willing to be 
involved in decision-making concerning the management and 
supervision of schools. 
The third area in which respondents feel more competent 
and willing to be involved is curriculum and instruction. 
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This is positive because it is essential to effective 
schooling. 
Respondents felt less competent and willing to be 
involved in decision-making in financial management and 
personnel management. The reason why fewer respondents felt 
competent and desired to be involved in financial and 
personnel management of schools may be explained by the fact 
that Taiwan schools have a specific staff administration 
procedure and school funding in the province has always been 
allocated by the government. 
Responsibilitv for Educational Areas 
This section addresses the perceptions of the respondents 
as to whom should be responsible for educational decision­
making in specific areas in Taiwan educational systems. 
Levels of responsibility are: (1) not responsible, (2) shared 
responsibility, and (3) major responsibility. The possible 
responsible groups are also divided into three groups: 
government agencies, school-level administrators and citizen 
groups. 
First, the respondents indicate that none of the 
educational areas (i.e. student affairs, personnel management, 
financial management, curriculum and instruction, and 
management and supervision of schools) should be the sole 
responsibility of either government agencies or school-level 
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administrators. The majority of the respondents believed that 
there should be shared responsibilities in each of the these 
areas and all groups, especially citizen groups should share 
the responsibility. Although most of the respondents advocate 
that government agencies should have a major responsibility in 
personnel management and financial management, they believe 
school-level administrators should have a major responsibility 
in the other three areas. The message is quite clear — 
citizen groups, non-professionals or laymen, want to play an 
active role in decision-making in the public schools of 
Taiwan. One might assume this means shared decision-making 
would be most likely be accepted by the public in Taiwan. 
Conclusion 
The study yielded a number of important findings. It is 
apparent that constituent groups such as directors, central 
office staff, principals, teachers, and more well-educated 
parents and community members subscribe to the following 
viewpoints; 
1. Contemporary decision-making processes operated by local 
education bureaus are relatively effective in response to 
social change. They are, however, dominated by local 
governmental authorities and influenced by political forces. 
The decision-making process within the education bureau could 
be improved or reformed. 
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2. The means for public involvement in educational decision­
making is somewhat inadequate. Public opinion should be taken 
into account in the decision-making process. Thus, it is 
necessary to increase the opportunities and venues for the 
public to participate in educational decision-making. 
3. The respondents do not view decision-making as the sole 
responsibility of government agencies. The respondents do not 
believe that educational policies should be developed only by 
top administrators. Therefore, it would seem feasible to 
build a model or system that provides opportunities for 
participation for those who wish to be involved in decision­
making . 
4. Stakeholders want more involvement and are committed to 
participating in educational decision-making. They believe 
that public involvement will benefit the local school system. 
Therefore, more involvement in education decision-making will 
be supported by the stakeholders. 
5. Respondents believe that they are competent and desire to 
be involved in decision-making in the five possible 
educational areas. Student affairs is the one that majority 
respondents feel most competent and desire to be involved, 
management and supervision of schools is the second, third, 
the curriculum and instruction, and, the fourth and the last 
are financial and personnel management. Therefore, it would 
be wise to build a model that provides appropriate 
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opportunities for each of the groups' interests and competence 
in these areas. 
6. None of the educational areas should be the sole 
responsibility of either government agencies or school-level 
administrators. The majority of the respondents believe there 
should be shared responsibilities including all groups, 
especially citizens. Building a model wherein citizen groups 
will be able to share the responsibility of decision-making in 
educational issues is necessary. 
As Taiwan moves towards a more democratic and free 
society, more and more people recognize the need for public 
involvement in educational affairs. Citizen groups such as 
school boards, thus, become a feasible means in which to 
involve taxpayers in local education policy, to share 
decision-making of local schools, to allocate educational 
resources, and to select competent administrators to run 
schools. It would seem wise to proceed swiftly but prudently, 
because the effect of Martial Law will not disappear 
immediately. Now is an appropriate time to think about 
creating local school boards in Taiwan. Government leaders 
and the public all indicate that there is an urgent need for 
reforming the current educational system (Ligan 1991, Chen 
1991). School boards have demonstrated to be an effective 
approach for public involvement in the United States. 
Therefore, creating school boards may be a feasible and useful 
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means for reforming the school system in Taiwan. 
Recommendations 
Based upon the findings and conclusions of this study, 
the following recommendations are provided. 
1. Implement the findings of this study by appointing a task 
force to study the feasibility of reshaping the policy 
making structure in Taiwan. 
2. Develop a plan for successful introduction of a new 
system for educational policy making in the Taiwan school 
system and institute guidelines for their function. 
3. Increase public knowledge of local policy making. 
Currently, the public in Taiwan is not informed about 
local policy making. They have a desire to have more 
opportunities to be involved in decision-making and to 
have an adequate means to provide input. 
4. Extend proper and adequate means for public involvement 
in education so that people could become familiar with 
new approaches to participate in school affairs; for 
example, let volunteers participate in school activities 
such as student counseling, school development, 
consulting, and delegation of authority to community 
members and parents in curriculum development and 
resource allocation. 
5. Publicize the concept of public involvement in education. 
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It is necessary to introduce the concepts to Taiwan 
people to help them visualize the idea of a local 
democratic board of education. 
6. Initiate the formation of research groups to investigate 
and analyze people's perceptions of reform in public 
school systems and to establish an experimental model for 
implementing local policy making in certain 
counties/cities. 
7. Re-examine the laws and regulations related to the 
current local school systems so that they could be 
updated to the necessity for innovation of local policy 
board. 
Limitations of the Study 
This study proceeded with a well-planned scheme. 
However, some limitations need to be mentioned: 
1. The constituent groups were composed of educational 
professionals and non-educational professionals. 
Educational professionals included directors and 
administrators of educational bureau, principals and 
teachers of grades K-9, with 96 percent having a 
bachelor's degree or master's or doctoral degree. The 
non-educational professionals included parents and 
community members, 55 percent of whom received a 
bachelor's or master's or doctoral degree. The high 
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percentage of people receiving a college education among 
community members and parents is unusual. It does not 
adequately represent the distribution of the population. 
Currently, only two to three percent of the total 
population in Taiwan has received a college education 
(Ministry of Education, 1991). Thus, the sample chosen 
for this study was a very well-educated group. The 
results might have been different if a less well-educated 
group of citizens had been selected. 
Community members were randomly selected from a large 
population of fifteen million. Only 80 were chosen for 
this study. It might not be representative of the 
population. 
In the questionnaire some specific questions such as 
selection and assignment of faculty and staff, curriculum 
content, and school budget planning were asked. These 
questions may have beyond the respondents' knowledge and 
experience; they were especially difficult for the non­
professionals. Hence, the answers they provided might 
not accurately reflect their perception of the school 
system. 
Although this study revealed significant findings related 
to the perceptions of the public support for local policy 
board in Taiwan, the study did not explore how to 
implement effective school boards in Taiwan. 
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Survey for the Public Involvement In Education Oecision-making Processes 
The following survey is designed as a study of the future development for the educational system in Taiwan, the 
Republic of China. This survey is self explanatory and should take iess than 30 minutes to complete (in Chinese 
translated version!. Your responses will be held in the strictest confidentiality and will be pooled with the other 
survey respondents. Your assistance is highly appreciated. 
Part 1. Wa would Ilka to learn something about you. Please circle the number for your answer. 
Your profession/status; 
1. director of county/city education bureau 
2. central administrative staff 
3. building principal 
4. K-9 Teacher 
5. parent of K-9 child/children (none of the above but a parent) • 
6. community member f  
Your age: 
1. under 31 3. 41 -50 5. 61 or over 
2. 31 -40 4. 51 -60 
i  
The highest education degree received; 
1. middle school 3. bachelor degree 5. doctoral degree 
2. high school 4. master's degree J  
Sex: 1. Male 2. Female 4 
The monthly income of your family; 
1. below NT$ 30,000 4. NT$ 70,000-99,999 
2. NT$ 30,000 - 49,999 5. over NTS 100,000 
3. NTS 50,000 - 69,999 
Which county/city does your family live? 
City: 1: Keelung 2; Hinschu 3; Taichung 4: Chiayi S: Tainan 
County 1: 6; Taipei 7: Taoyuan 8; Taichung 9; Changhwa 10: Tainan 11:Kaohsiung 
County II; 12: Miaoli 13. Nantou 14: Yunlin 15; Chiayi 16; Pingtung 
County III: 17;Yilian 18: Hwalien 19;Taitung 20: Hinschu 21: Penghu 
5 
Part II. Reasa use a 5 point scale in responding to the statements belcw: 
1: Strongly CMsagrae 3: Neutral 5: Strongly Agree 
2: Disgree 4: Ag;se 
About tha Bureau of Education (please drde your answers on the numbers in the right column); 
The bureau is an effective agency in decision-making. 1 2 3 4 5 ; 
The bureau has too much control over decision-making processes. 1 2 3 4 5 3  
The bureau decision-making processes are influenced by political forces. 1 2 3 4 5 9  
The bureau's decision-making processes are dominated by the county/city government. 1 2 3 4 5 1 0  
The public has adequate means to participate in decision-nnaking processes for local education. 1 2 3 4 5 t t  
The bureau is effective in responding to changes in society. 1 2 3 4 5 '2 
About tha participation In educational decisioii-making processes by the public: 
Oecision-making processes for local schools should be the sole responsibility of the government. 1 2 3 4 5 
The public should be involved in more educational decision-making. 1 2 3 4 5 r d  
The public's opinion should be taken into account in the participation in decision-making. 1 2 3 4 5 I ;  
Public involvement in decision-making processes will benefit local school systems. 1 2 3 4 5 r s  
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Policy should be developed by too administrators. 11 2 3 4 5 ,, 
If asked, I will commit myself to participating in the educational decision-making process. h 2 3 4 5 ,, 
Part III; Area of Involvement: please circle the number of your answer. Use only one number. 
I believe the most important issue for public involvement in decision-making is; 
1. education funding and appropriation 
2. personnel (assignment, promotion, and transfer) 
3. curriculum design and school supervision 
4. student affairs 
5. supervision and management of schools 
6. don't know 
I would like to be Involved in decision-making on; 
1,  education funding and appropriation 
2. personnel (assignment, promotion, and transfer) 
3. curriculum design and school supervision 
4. student affairs 
5. supervision and management of schools 
6. don't know 
I fee) competent to be involved in decision-making on: 
1. education funding and appropriation 
2. personnel (assignment, promotion, and transfer) 
3. curriculum design and school supervision 
4. student affairs 
5. supervision and management of schools 
6. don't know 
If asked, I would like to participate In the educational decision-making processes and would be willing to serve on the 
committed for; 
1. education funding and appropriation (financial Issues) 
2. personnel (assignment, promotion, and transfer) 
3. curriculum design and school supervision (curriculum and Instruction) 
4. student affairs 
5. supervision and management of schools 
6. don't know 
Pan IV. To what extent would you desire to ba Involved. Please usa a six point scaia in rsspondina to the stated problems 
and cirda your answers on tha numbers in the right column: 
No opinion 
Very Bttta extant 
Little extent 
4. Soma sxtant 
5. Great extant 
6. Very great extent 
If asked, to what extent could you like i 1- selection and assignment of faculty and staff 1 2 3 4 5 6„ 
to share the decision-making in these 
areas of personnel activities? i 2. staff appraisal and promotion 1 2 3 4 5 
i 3. in-service training/professional development 1 2 3 4 5 6« 
If asked, to what extent could you like i 1. fund raising to support schools' extra needs 1 2 3 4 5 
to share the decision-making in the 
these areas of education financial 
management? 
i 2. school budget planning 1 2 3 4 5 6,, 
I 3. financial management 1 2 3 4 5 
If asked, to what extent could you like i 1. determining curriculum content and choosing text books 1 2 3 4 5 
to share the decision-making in these 
i 2. materials, resources, and equipment for the instruction 1 2 3 4 5 e,o 
activities? 1 3. assessment and evaluation of student achievement 1 2 3 4 5 
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If asked, to what extent could you like i 1. student auidance ; I 2 3 4 5 5„ 1 
to share the decision-making in these ; ^ development and coordinate of the extracurncular program i 1 2 3 4 5 6„ 
i 3. student behavior and conduct i 1 2 3 4 5 6,,. 
i 4. policy and procedures for students' rights and safety 1 1 2 3 4 5 61J { 
If asked, to what extent could you like ; 1. improvement of school facilities and school operation i 1 2 3 4 5 6j5 1 
to share the decision-making in these | ^ school-community relationship ! 1 2 3 4 5 Gjj ; 
i 3. school development and innovation i 1 2 3 4 5 675 i  
Part V. Responsibilites for the decision-making process: 
1 
Below are a number of items in which three groups: government agencies, citizen groups, and school-level 
administrators should be involved in decision-making. Please read each item and indicate the level of 
responsibility you believe each group should have. You should circle a number for each group. • 
Government agendea: include Ministry and Department/Bureau of Education 
Citizen groups: include school boards and PTA. 
Sctiool-level administrators: include principal and associate principal 
1. not-reiponslbla (N): you believe that the agency should not have responsibility for the decision-making. 
2. share-responsibility (S): you believe that the agency should share responsibility with others. 
3. major lesponsibia (Ml; you believe that the agency should ba primarily responsible for the decision-making. 
Gov«min«nt 
Ag«ncM« 
N S M 
Citizsn 
Groupt 
N S M 
School-^svei 
Administrators 
N S M 
selection and assignment of faculty and staff? m 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
staff appraisal and promotion? « 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
in-service training/professional development? ai 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
fund raising to support schools' extra needs? « 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
school budget planning? « 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
financial management? « 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
determining curriculum content and choosing text books? « 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
materials, resources, and equipment for the instruction? « 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
assessment and evaluation of student achievement? «/ 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
student guidance? w 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
development and coordinate of the extracurricular program? « 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
student behavior and conduct? so I 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
policy and procedures for students' rights and safety? s, 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
improvement of school facilities and school operation? 52 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
school-community relationship? a 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
school development and innovation? « ' 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
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Informofion for Review of Research Involving Human Subjects 
Iowa Stat9 Univanity 
(Please type and use ttie attached instructions for completing this form) 
1. Title of Project. The perception of stakeholder'support for creating local school boards 
in Taiwan. 
2. I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are 
protected. I will report any adverse reactions to the'committee. Additions to or changes in research procedures after the 
project has been approved will be submitud to theconunitzeeforreview. lagieetorequestrenewal of approval for any project 
conunuing more than one year. > ^ 
Thomas Han-Yuan Wang 
Typed Nme of Principal Inveaig«ar 
Professional Stiodies 
DeparUneoc 
3/16/92 
I}«IC Signuiue of Piinciptl Invesuguor 
161-F University Village 
CunpoM Addnti 
296-7611 
Qunpus Telephone 
Signatures of qdiSnnv^gators Date Relationship to Principal Investigator 
-3/16/92 Major Professor 
4. Principal Investigator(s) (check all that apply) 
• Faculty • Staff Bl Graduate Student • Undergraduate Student _ ,, 
5. Project (check all that apply) 
• Research ® Thesis or dissertation • Class project Q Independent Study (490,590, Honors project) 
6. Number of subjects (complete all that apply) 
301 # Adults, non-students # ISU student • # minors under 14 other (explain) 
• # minors 14 -17 
7. Brief description of proposed research involving human subjects: (See inslructioBS, Item 7. Use an additional page if 
needed.) 
Please see attachment. 
(Please do not send research, thesis, or dissertation pn^wsals.) 
8. Informed Consent: • Signed informed consent will be obtained. (Attach a copy of your form.) 
Q Modified informed con^nt will be obtained. (See instiuctions, item 8.) 
• Not applicable to this project 
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9. Confidentiality of Data: Describe below die metfaods to be uaed to ensure die confidendality of data obtained. (See 
instructions, item 9.) 
1. The code number on the questionnaire will be used for the purpose of follow up 
only on unretumed questionnaires. 
2. All data will be kept confidential and stored for further analysis. 
3. All data will be reported in form of groups. 
10. What risks or discomfort will be part of the study? Will subjects in the research be placed at risk or incur discomfort? 
Describe any risks to the subjects and precautions that will be taken to minimize them. (The concept of risk goes beyond 
physical risk and includes risks to subjects' dignity and self-respect as well as psychological or emotional risk. See 
instructions, item 10.) 
There will be no risks or discomfort to participants. 
11. CHECK ALL of the following thai apply to your research: 
• A. Medical clearance necessary tefore subjects can patticipue 
• B. Samples (Blood, tissue, etc.) from subjecu 
• C. Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to snfciecs 
• D. Physical exercise or conditiomng for subjects 
• E. Deception of subjects 
• F. Subjects under 14 years of age and/or Q Subjects 14 -17 years of age 
• G. Subjects in institutions (nursing bcmes, prisons, etc.) 
• H. Research must be apfaoved by anaherinstiiuaoa or ifEocy (Attach letten of approval) 
If yon ducked oiy oftbe iteas 1811, pleaae coBpkte tbe foBowiag ia tte space bdow (include any attachments): 
ItemsA-D Describe the procedures and note die safety pncaotnis being taioea. 
Item E Describe how subjects will be deceived; justify tlie deception; indinir the debriefing {micedure, including 
the timing and infomution to be present^ to subjects. 
Item F For subjects iBtder the aas of 14, indicaehacriE&xmedcoasestfirompsiems or legally anthorizedrepre-
seniatives as well as fim subjects will be obtained. 
ItemsG&H Specify the agency or institntion that must approve the project Ifsabjects in any outside agency or 
instimtion axe involved, approval must be obtained pnv to teginning the research, and the letter of approval 
should be filed. 
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L a s :  N a m e  o f  P r i n c i p a l  I n v e s c i g a t o r  Wang 
Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The foUowing are attached (please check): 
12.3 Letter or written staiement lo subjects indicating clearly; 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, !f's), how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for panicipauon in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, locanon of the research acdvity 
e) how you will ensure conrldentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) participation is voluntary; nonparticipadon will not affect evaluadons of the subject 
13. C Consent form (if applicable) 
14. [j Letter of approval for research from cooperadng organizations or insdturions (if applicable) 
15.3 Data-gatheting instruments questiionnaire 
16. .Ajidcipatcd dates for contact with subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
March 25, 1992 April, 1992 
Month / Day / Year Month/Day/Year 
17. If applicable: anucipated date that idennfiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
Month / Day / Year 
18. Signature ofDep^ctmentalExecudve Officer Date Depanment or Adminisnadve Unit 
Professional Studies 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
Project Approved Project Not Approved _ No Action Required 
P a t r i c i a  M .  K e i t h  
Name of Comtnittee Chairperson Date Signature of Committee Chairperson 
GC:l/90 
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March 23, 1992 
Dear Sir/Madam: 
I am a doctoral graduate student in Educational Administration 
at the Iowa State University. To meet the requirement of my 
degree, I am conducting a study to analyze the support of 
constituent groups in Taiwan for creating local school boards 
in that country. 
The results of this study will provide useful information when 
considering future improvement of the current local education 
systems in Taiwan, the Republic of China. 
In order to carry out my proposal, I am seeking your valued 
opinion. I would appreciate it if you would spend a few 
minutes completing the enclosed questionnaire. 
It is hoped that you will volunteer to participate in the 
project. Your responses will be held absolutely confidential. 
The code number on the questionnaire will be used to follow up 
only on unreturned questionnaires. After the original data 
have been collected, and before data analysis, the list of 
participants will be destroyed to preserve the anonymity of 
respondents. Please take a few minutes to complete the 
questionnaires and return it with the envelope enclosed in 
this package as soon as possible. 
Your cooperation will be highly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Thomas Han-Yuan Wang James E. Sweeney 
(advisor) 
Professor of 
Professional studies 
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April 2, 1992 
Dear Sir/Madam: 
I realize that you have very busy schedules, especially at 
this point of the spring season. Perhaps that is why I have 
not received your completed questionnaire for the study of the 
survey for the public involvement in education decision-making 
processes, which was mailed to you on March 23. I am 
enclosing another copy of questionnaire for your response in 
case your questionnaire was not received. 
Although your participation is totally voluntary, this study 
cannot be successfully concluded without your support and 
cooperation. If you have recently returned your 
questionnaire, please accept this note as a thank you for your 
contribution. If you have not done so, would you take a 
little of your time to complete and return it as early as 
possible. 
Your cooperation will be highly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Thomas Han-Yuan Wang 
Doctoral Student 
Department of Professional Studies 
Iowa State University 
